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SAMENVATTING 
Deze thesis ziet op het ontwerpen van een besluitvormingsproces voor het opstarten van een shared 
service center. Met een shared service center kunnen specifieke diensten en producten worden 
geleverd aan interne klanten van een organisatie tegen een verrekenprijs op basis van een 
serviceniveau overeenkomst. Besluitvorming is al jaren onderwerp van wetenschappelijk onderzoek. 
Simon Herbert stelt dat de wereld groot en complex is, terwijl het menselijk verstand en het vermogen 
van de mens om informatie te verwerken in vergelijking daarmee zeer beperkt is. Het nemen van 
besluiten is daarmee niet zozeer een rationele handeling, als wel een ijdele poging daartoe. Mensen 
streven bij besluitvorming rationaliteit na, maar hun beperkingen in kennis, capaciteiten en 
alternatieve mogelijkheden en daarmee samenhangende consequenties nopen tot het hanteren en 
bijstellen van bepaalde aspiratieniveaus. Doordat organisaties werken met mensen die beschikken 
over beperkte capaciteiten, maken zij in praktijk gebruik van eenvoudige zoekprocessen en beperkte 
informatie. Er wordt hoofdzakelijk gebruik gemaakt van standaard procedures en programma’s. 
Veranderingen in gedrag zijn als gevolg hiervan moeilijk te realiseren. 
 
Dit proefschrift onderzoekt het fenomeen shared services door te zich te richten op de problemen bij 
procesmanagement die zich voordoen  het implementeren van een shared services center. Het 
oprichten van een shared services center is een complex proces en kent veel onderlinge 
afhankelijkheden. Tijdens de start-up fase van een shared services center kan een bestuurlijke 
besluitvormingsproces de bestuurders houvast verschaffen, bij het prioriteren van de relevante criteria. 
Het ontwerp besluitvorming proces biedt ook de mogelijkheid om rationele, transparante beslissingen 
te nemen bij het implementeren van een shared service center. 
 
De thesis presenteert een nieuw besluitvormingsproces. Het nieuwe besluitvorming proces heeft tot 
doel om de nadelige effecten van subjectiviteit en vooroordelen met betrekking tot de oprichting en 
implementatie van een nieuwe shared services center te minimaliseren. 
 
Ondanks dat tegenwoordig shared services centers veel voorkomen, is het empirisch onderzoek op 
het shared services beperkt, zeker als we kijken naar proces management vraagstukken, waaronder 
succes- en faalfactoren. De motivatie voor deze thesis richt zich op het gebrek aan onderzoek op 
shared services in het algemeen, en meer specifiek binnen het proces management domein. De thesis 
geeft verder inzicht in de problemen rond het opstarten van een shared services center. De 
literatuurstudie gaat in op de volgende vragen: 
 
In welke context is de oprichting van een shared services center de juiste beslissing? 
Wat zijn de belangrijkste proces management vraagstukken in de uitvoering van een shared services 
center?  
Wat zijn de succes- en faalfactoren volgens de literatuur?  
Wat zijn de belangrijkste kwesties en problemen die de potentiële voordelen van een shared service 
center kunnen belemmeren? 
 
Het besluitvormingsproces geeft antwoord op de volgende vragen: 
 
Hoe kan het besluitvormingsproces worden gestroomlijnd om frustraties in een dergelijk proces te 
voorkomen?  
Hoe kunnen de bestuurders voldoende inzicht, kennis en vertrouwen krijgen in hun beslissingen die 
goed zijn voor de organisatie?  
Hoe kan het verzamelen en analyseren van de benodigde informatie duidelijker en eenvoudiger worden 
gemaakt? 
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ABSTRACT 
Purpose: This thesis investigates the shared 
services phenomenon by focussing on process 
management issues when implementing a 
shared services centre. It presents a managerial 
decision-making process framework in an 
uncertain and complex environment. This 
framework helps management in prioritizing 
relevant criteria during the start-up of a shared 
services centre.     
Design/methodology/approach: An extensive 
literature review that covers over 50 
publications was the basis for this thesis and a 
template for developing and evaluating a 
managerial decision-making process 
framework. 
Findings: The establishment of a shared 
services centre, and process standardization, is 
a complex process with many 
interdependencies. The designed conceptual 
framework offers the potential to achieve a 
rational, transparent decision-making process 
for implementing a shared services centre. 
Research limitations/implications: This thesis 
results in a conceptual framework. However, 
further tests in different management areas are 
required in order to determine whether this 




making in general. A later paper is proposed 
for further testing and evaluating. 
Practical implications: The first experimental 
dry run resulted in a positive outcome; the 
practical aim of the thesis is to apply the 
conceptual framework in practice to achieve 
better management decisions. 
Originality/value: The thesis presents a new 
conceptual framework, whose main pillar is: 
investigate whether the developed framework 
will meet the design requirements. The 
framework is aimed to minimize the 
detrimental effects of subjectivity and bias 
covering the start-up phase of setting up a new 
shared services centre.  
Keywords: shared services, success and failure 
factors, assessing the implementation of a 
shared services centre, process standardization, 
business process management, systemic 
thinking, strategic management,  decision-
making process, Multi-Criteria Decision 
Analysis, judgements, priorities, Analytic 
Hierarchy Process (AHP), comparisons, ratings.  
Paper type: Masters thesis         
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1. INTRODUCTION   
In the current era, the world has changed from 
connected to hyper-connected in a globalized 
and interconnected economy where all 
competitors have an equal opportunity. 
Organizations must adapt in order to survive. 
Today’s increasingly competitive environment 
is characterized by downscaling, mergers, 
acquisitions, and uncertainty. Corporate 
leaders search for ways to improve the bottom 
line while simultaneously increasing 
competitiveness. There is continuous pressure 
to add value to their organizations. Modern 
organizations are progressively looking for 
business models that reduce duplicate 
supporting processes and operational running 
costs. Shared services centre is such a model, 
which attempts to package different 
supporting processes into a separate 
organization (Janssen et al., 2012; Ulbrich, 
2010b). 
The process management key success and 
failure factors in setting up a shared services 
centre are complex. We are in a constantly 
transforming economic environment and 
organizations are running through a long 
financial crisis and recession. The expectation 
of business models like a shared services 
centre is to be flexible and adaptable to 
accommodate the external pressures.  
Business leaders face dozens of decisions. As 
organizations grow, the decisions generally 
become more frequent, more complicated, and 
have ramifications that are more serious. They 
constantly need to make decisions. In some 
cases, the decision-making process is short, 









Conversely, the process can drag on for 
months or even years in the case of a major 
undertaking such as setting up a shared 
services centre. The entire decision-making 
process is dependent upon the right 
information being available to the right people 
at the right time to make the right choice. Such 
decisions are often subject to hesitancy and 
subjectivity, which can last for a long time. It 
sometimes takes organizations as long as ten 
years to decide whether to move services into a 
shared services centre.   
Several consultancy firms’ studies (PwC, Ernst 
& Young, Accenture, Deloitte, and Capgemini) 
have shown that the setup of a shared services 
centre suffers in many instances from a slow, 
ambiguous decision-making process.  
This thesis investigates the process 
management issues of implementing a shared 
services centre by looking at the key success 
and failure factors. The results reveal common 
issues that organizations face in implementing 
a shared services initiative. The goal is to 
enhance the decision-making quality for a 
shared services centre, which will require a 
conceptual managerial decision-making 
process framework that helps management in 
prioritizing relevant criteria during set-up. In 
addition, simplifying the decision process may 
accelerate it.     
"The world moves into the future as a result of 
decisions, not as a result of plans. Plans are 
significant only insofar as they affect decisions... if 
planning is not part of a decision making process, it 
is a bag of wind, a piece of paper, and worthless 
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1.1  PROBLEM DESCRIPTION  
1.1.1 SHARED SERVICES CENTRE 
Despite the proliferation of shared services 
centres in practice, the empirically-based 
research on shared services is limited, 
especially if we consider the process 
management issues including the success and 
failure factors. The motivation for this thesis is 
addressing the lack of research on shared 
services in general, and more specifically 
within the process management domain, in 
order to be able to take good qualitative 
decisions. The thesis further aims to explain 
the issues around starting up a shared services 
centre. The comprehensive literature review 
aims to answer the following: 
• In what context is the establishment of a shared 
services centre the right decision?  
• What are the main process management issues in 
implementing a shared services centre? 
• What are the success and failure factors according 
to the literature?  
• What are the main issues and problems that may 




In today’s complex environment, even large 
amounts of information may not be sufficient 
to make transparent, objective decisions on 
multifaceted situations. A large number of 
interrelating factors are likely to influence 










The problem is how to assess the relative 
importance of those factors optimally. We 
need to be able to prioritise the factors in an 
objective way that can guide us towards 
making better decisions in implementing a 
shared services centre. In order to do so, there 
is a necessity to design a new decision-making 
process framework that supports the starting 
up of a shared services centre and answers the 
following questions: 
• How do we streamline the decision making 
process to avoid frustrations in such a process due 
the excessive time taken to make such decisions? 
• How do we ensure that the decision makers have 
sufficient understanding, knowledge, and 
confidence to make decisions that are good for 
their organisation?  
• How do we make the information gathering and 
analysis required clearer and easier? 
1.2 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES  
This thesis aims to design a new framework 
for strategic managerial decision-making that 
minimizes the detrimental effects of 
subjectivity and bias covering the start-up 
phase of setting up a shared services centre. 
The start-up phase of a shared services centre 
is used as an example to simplify the study for 
the following reasons:  
• To reduce the effects of subjectivity and bias; 
• To avoid complex questions for senior 
management during the execution phase of the 
decision-making process. 
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1.3 THESIS OUTLINE  
The thesis has a straightforward structure and 
consists of six main chapters. 
1.3.1 CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Describe the problems the shared services 
centre faces and the managerial decision-
making process to start up a shared service 
centre. Introduce the aim and objective of the 
thesis. 
1.3.2 CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE 
REVIEW 
Review the literature and analyse research in 
the area of setting up a shared services centre 
and strategic decision-making processes.  
1.3.3 CHAPTER 3: DECISION-
MAKING DESIGN PHASE 
Introduce the design phase including the 
decision-making framework, the technique, 







1.3.4 CHAPTER 4: DECISION-
MAKING EXECUTION PHASE 
Describe the executing and testing phase of the 
managerial decision-making framework. 
Identify the decision-making requirements. 
Follow up survey outcomes. Introduce and 
explain how the Analytic Hierarchy Process 
(AHP) method was applied. Explain the 
preparations required and the 
operationalization approach.  
1.3.5 CHAPTER 5: STUDY 
EVALUATION 
Evaluate the decision-making framework 
phases and the experimental outcomes. 
Explain the background of the respondents, 
the findings, and the relationship identified 
between the outcomes of the surveys.  
1.3.6 CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS  
Conclude the thesis by discussing the initial 
thesis objectives, and state the conclusions. 
Discuss possible extensions to the framework, 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 INTRODUCTION TO SHARED 
SERVICES CENTRE  
Organizations seek more effective and cost-
efficient means of delivering high-quality 
services because of declining budgets and 
increasing demands for service delivery and 
quality in the current economic climate. Many 
organizations from several countries have 
adopted the idea of shared services to meet the 
required conditions (Ulbrich, 2003; Janssen and 
Joha, 2006a; Becker et al., 2009b).  
The concept of implementing a shared services 
centre promises both high-quality service 
provision and cost reduction (Ulbrich, 2008). It 
eliminates the costly duplication of staff 
functions in decentralized organizations by 
concentrating subsets of existing business 
functions into semi-autonomous business units 
(Bergeron, 2003; Schulman et al., 1999). Along 
with cost reduction benefits, the accumulation 
of intellectual and capital resource assets 
results in providing services with customer 
and process focus, and deploying new 
technology (Cassell, 1997; Jackson, 1997; Lester, 
2001; Shah, 1998). 
Since the late 90s, the fast-spreading shared 
services centre concept has increasingly 
become popular as an organizational change 
approach, focusing mainly on the theoretical 
potential for wide improvements in support 
processes (Kagelmann, 2000; Schulman et al., 
1999).  
2.1.1 WHAT IS A SHARED SERVICES 
CENTRE? 
Shared services centre is a common term; 
however the phenomenon is new and better 
understanding of the term in its relation to the 
organization and its objectives is required. 
Based on the previously mentioned concepts of 
a shared services centre, different authors 
suggest several different definitions:   
“A shared services centre is an independent 
organisational entity which provides well defined 
services for more than one unit (which may be a 
division or business unit) within an organisation. 
The shared services centre is responsible for 
managing its costs and the quality and timeliness of 
the services it provides to its internal customers. It 
has its own dedicated resources and typically will 
have informal or formal contractual arrangements, 
often called service level agreements, with its 
customers.” (Moller, 1997); 
“The concentration of company resources 
performing like activities, typically spread across 
the organization, in order to service multiple 
internal partners at lower cost and with higher 
service levels, with the common goal of delighting 
external customers and enhancing corporate value” 
(Schulman et al, 1999); 
“Consolidating IT and business processes 
throughout the firm into a single or small number 
of Centres owned and run by the firm.” (Shah, 
1999; Ulrich 1995, cited in Whitaker et al. 2006); 
“The concept is simple: bring together functions 
that are frequently duplicated across divisions, 
subsidiaries or operating units and offer these 
services more efficiently and at a lower cost.” 
(Sedera and Dey, Schulman et al, 1999); 
“A shared service at a simple level refers to the 
practice of business units, operating companies and 
organizations deciding to share a common set of 
services rather than have a series of duplicate staff 
functions.” (Quinn et al, 2000); 
“Shared services is a collaborative strategy in which 
a subset of existing business functions are 
concentrated into a new, semi-autonomous business 
unit that has a management structure designed to 
promote efficiency, value generation, cost savings 
and improved service for the internal customers of 
the parent corporation, like a business competing in 
the open market” (Bergeron, 2003); 
“A shared service is the standardization and 
consolidation of business functions, in order to 
reduce process duplication and at the same time 
centralise controls and processes.” (Gibson and 
Arnott, 2005); 
“Shared services gather a selection of common and 
well-defined services to provide these services to an 
organization’s units, acting independently.” 
(Ulbrich, 2006); 
“Retains the core concept of concentration while 
avoiding prescriptive requirements to achieve 
specific objectives or operate in set ways.” 
(Longwood and Harris, 2007, cited in Borman, 
2008); 
“The consolidation of support functions (such as 
human resources, finance, information technology, 
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and procurement) from several departments into a 
standalone organizational entity whose only 
mission is to provide services as efficiently and 
effectively as possible.” (Accenture, 2005, cited in 
Lacity and Fox, 2008); 
Based on above-mentioned definitions, we can 
conclude that shared services represent a 
business model containing the following 
elements: 
• Promote efficiency, value generation, cost 
savings and improve service 
• Provide services as effectively as possible and 
achieve specific objectives at a lower cost 
• Provide well-defined services 
• Service multiple internal partners 
• Share a common set of services 
• Standardization and consolidation of business 
functions  
The statement made by Bergeron (2003) clearly 
encapsulates the focus of an essential flexible 
business model for a shared services centre. 
The other authors are focusing on 
consolidation of functions and a cost effective 
business model with a common set of services. 
Gibson and Arnott (2005) cite standardization 
next to consolidation. Shared services centre is 
a strategy of standardizing, reforming, and 
strengthening established business functions 
and processes in an organization, in order to 
enhance efficiency and effectiveness in cost 
cutting and overall profitability (Aksin and 
Masini, 2008). 
2.1.2 PURPOSE OF SHARED 
SERVICES 
The goal of having a shared services centre is 
to consolidate, and remove redundant, 
functions. Implementing a shared services 
centre usually involves complex structural 
changes, demanding diligence and extensive 
time and energy from the organization. 
Considering process management key success 
factors provides the potential for immense 
benefits. More than 30 percent of U.S. Fortune 
500 companies have moved to a shared 
services framework, reporting direct cost 
savings up to 45 percent in general accounting 
functions, according to the Institute of 
Chartered Accountants (ICA). A survey 
conducted by SharedXpertise indicated that 
companies mostly establish shared services 
organizations for three primary reasons (Searle, 
2006):  
• Improve organizational efficiency; 
• Improve service;  
• Manage costs. 
The idea of shared services as a separate 
organization originates from 1980 in the 
United States. Jim Bryant at Arthur Anderson 
Business Consulting was the founder of the 
shared services idea (Strömsnes and Gil-Eldh, 
1999). General Electrics was the first company 
to use the technique in the early eighties 
(Schulman et al. 1999).  
Different authors summarize the purpose of 
this concept as follows: 
• Deploy new technology at a particular site 
(Aksin and Masini, 2008; Shah, 1998) 
• Eliminate non-value-added activities (Shah, 
1998) 
• Accumulate intellectual and capital assets (Shah, 
1998) 
• Significantly reduce costs by sharing services 
with a diverse set of business units (Ulbrich, 
2006; Triplett and Scheumann, 2000)  
• Enable organizations to consolidate and align 
their processes with business strategy (Aksin 
and Masini, 2008; Janssen and Joha, 2006) 
• Improve focus of Centres of excellence by 
providing services with customer and process 
focus (Ulbrich, 2006) 
• Achieve economies of scale (Janssen and Joha, 
2006) 
• Re-design organizational infrastructure (Aksin 
and Masini, 2008, Wang and Wang, 2007) 
• Achieve higher levels of service delivery (Aksin 
and Masini, 2008) 
2.2 NEXT GENERATION OF 
SHARED SERVICES 
In today's rapidly changing business 
environment, corporate leaders are aligning 
their shared services objectives with overall 
long-term corporate goals and the shared 
services organization’s vision is expanding to a 
wider strategic role in sourcing functions. The 
focus is on developing models that have value-
added processes to meet the demands and 
opportunities of globalization (Dennis Winkler, 
Jim Matthews, The next generation of shared 
services, 2012). Shared services centre 
organizations want to move to the next 
generation phase by re-engineering and 
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standardizing their business processes. Many 
shared services centre initiatives started out 
with centralizing business processes and a few 
process improvements. This approach had 
mixed returns. Shared services centre 
organizations assess the maturity level of their 
processes and determine the best path to 
achieve standardization and process re-
engineering in order to move to the next 
shared services level. This enables 
standardization, process reengineering, and 
drives a continuing non-stop improvement 
strategy across all functions.  
Automation through technology is the basis of 
the next generation of shared services 
(Bernhard Fischer from SAP A.G, 2008). 
Automation is the key to taking shared 
services to the next level and maximizes the 
company return on investment. The shared 
services of today are focusing on cost 
reduction and the shared services of tomorrow 
will focus on automation and productivity to 
reduce cost (Bernhard Fischer, Shared Services 
Turn to Business Process Automation, 2008). 
Table 1: Differences between Shared services of today and 
tomorrow  





















None  Elimination of 
manual tasks 






2.3 ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
BUSINESS MODEL  
Organizations have three business models for 
sourcing their activities with different 
objectives: shared services centre, outsourcing 
and public-private partnerships. The sourcing 
arrangement is a critical decision on a strategic 
level. It implies a long-term decision with 
significant complexity and risks. Many factors 
can influence the selection of the various 
sourcing arrangements. The strategic objective 
of an organization is the basic decision 
whether to implement a shared services centre, 
outsourcing, or a public-private partnerships 
business model. Public-private partnerships 
can be seen as a kind of combination of shared 
services centre and outsourcing, as they 
involve public and private partners in which a 
partnership is formed between the government 
and one or more private sector companies 
(Anton Joha, Marijn Janssen, 2010).  
2.3.1 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
BUSINESS MODELS 
Shared services centre is an internal 
arrangement in order to centralize activities 
into a separate organizational unit; the basic 
premise is that services provided by one local 
department can be provided to others with 
relatively little effort(Becker et al., 2009; 
Janssen and Joha, 2007); 
Outsourcing is about having a framework 
involving a fixed contractual period and a 
monetary fee with a third party that provides 
services for the organization, such as IT 
function (Willcocks and Kern, 1998); 
Public-private partnership is a business 
relationship between a private-sector company 
and a government agency for completing a 
project that will serve the public. It is funded 
and operated through a partnership of 
government and private sector companies. It 
combines government service and private 
business venture (Yescombe, 2007).  
Irrespective of which business model the 
company selects, a high-quality strategic 
decision is required to increase confidence and 
minimize possible subjective biases.   
2.3.2 HOW DOES AN 
ORGANIZATION CHOOSE? 
Organizations select a shared services business 
model when they want to improve service 
levels and reduce costs at the same time. 
Outsourcing aims to reduce costs for non-core 
activities or to gain access to expertise. Public-
private partnership drives developing new 
and innovative services. 
An outsourcing business model cannot add 
value to the strategic objective when the 
primary strategic objectives are not clear and 
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when the organization has not defined in what 
way outsourcing might enable achieving their 
objectives. The former Managing Director of 
Deutsche Bank and head of their Procurement 
Outsourcing, Deborah Kops, stated: 
‘‘The main reason why organizations do not get the 
outsourcing they are looking for is because they do 
not know what to ask for in the first place. ‘‘ 
There are many reasons why corporations are 
not big supporters of outsourcing or public-
private partnership (Virginia Tan, Allen & 
Overy, 2012): 
• Transferring the ownership of an organizational 
unit or units in its entirety to a third party 
provider 
• The reluctance to pay a big monetary fee to a 
third party provider 
• The necessity of taking your organization 
through internal and incremental change 
• Outsourcing to a third party provider is a 
signal of both operational and, crucially, 
executive weakness 
• The number of parties involved, complicated 
contracts, long lead-tie, high transaction and 
legal costs 
• The long-term nature of the project means that 
debt is incurred long before the benefits are 
achieved 
• The risk that the private sector party will 
become bankrupt or make large profits during 
the course of the project 
It is probably more efficient to establish a 
shared services centre initially, where 
processes have been reengineered, scaled and 
cost savings achieved, before finally moving to 
a third-party provider. The outsourcing 
business model is experimental and contains 
risks, thus is more a reflection of a lack of 
conviction in the capacity to deliver, as 
opposed to strategic enablement by leadership. 
2.4 MAIN PROCESS MANAGEMENT 
ISSUES 
Business process is a continuing activity within 
any function and it is crucial to maintain 
operational efficiency at sufficiently high levels. 
Return on investment is an example of a 
sustainable factor to justify its continued 
existence. The literature review highlighted 
common challenges, which decision makers of 
shared services centre globally are facing today. 
The main process management issues in 
implementing a shared services centre are:  
• Ambiguity in the decision-making process 
• Lack of senior management commitment 
• Absence of clear common vision 
• Operating on different IT platforms 
• Differences in culture 
• Challenges of process redesign 
• Service quality issues 
• Staff resistance to change 
• Underestimation of involved costs 
2.4.1 AMBIGUITY IN THE DECISION-
MAKING PROCESS 
Many organizations are not satisfied with the 
outcomes of their decisions (Aubert et al., 1999; 
Marcolin and McLellan, 1998). They are 
disappointed because the outcomes do not 
meet their initial expectations, such as 
reducing costs (Ang and Straub, 2002) and 
increasing quality (McFarlan and Nolan, 1995). 
Managerial decision-making demonstrates the 
importance of interpersonal conflicts within an 
organization. Studies have shown how power 
and politics in organizations (Cyert and March, 
1963; March and Simon, 1958; Morgan, 1996) 
can influence and disturb goals and decisions.  
Rational decisions often are not feasible in 
practice due to the limited information 
available for making them (Simon, 1972). 
Further, interpersonal conflicts have attracted 
academic attention since early studies (March 
and Simon, 1958; Cyert and March, 1963). 
Studies on organizational behaviour 
demonstrate political coalitions and the 
influence of power in decision-making 
processes. These studies have shown that 
political coalitions obtain, develop, and use 
power to achieve preferred outcomes in 
decision-making processes (Pfeffer, 1982), 
which leads to ambiguity in the managerial 
decision-making process. Decisions need to 
ensure value accumulates in a reasonable and 
transparent way to all customers and 
stakeholders. It also brings models such as the 
shared services centre and its customers 
together in order to secure resources, make 
resource allocation decisions, manoeuvre in 
response to ongoing service levels, and refine 
the long-term shared services centre business 
model. 
16 | P a g e  
 
According to the Shared Services Summit 2009 
report from Harvard Kennedy School, the 
biggest challenges in deploying shared 
services are as follow;  
• Lack of data analytics and insights to facilitate 
decision-making. Today, the issue is no longer 
about keeping the most data but rather about how 
to gain the most insight from it. In short, how to 
turn data into insights, and insights into real 
business advantage. Decision-makers are most 
effective when information and data are readily 
available to help them understand the issues at 
hand and weigh the available alternatives to choose 
the best decision. 
• Insufficient funding to implement. Will local 
units have to pay for implementing the shared 
services or will the project be funded centrally? The 
decisions need to be clear from the start phase to 
avoid lack of funding or misunderstanding that can 
lead to project failure.  
• Change resistance among employees. Employee 
resistance to change is a complex issue that 
management is facing today. The process of change 
is universal and employee resistance is a critically 
important contributor to the failure or the success 
of a shared service centre.  
• Lack of cooperation and consensus between 
departments can increase the barriers to 
interdepartmental cooperation. This will hinder the 
employees within an organization from having a 
shared mission and being able to work toward 
common goals. Everyone must have a common 
purpose and understand their individual and 
department’s roles in achieving those goals.   
• Shifting agendas, goals, and targets. This problem 
hinders the development of targets to determine 
what processes, functions, and systems are to be 
included in a shared services analysis; it is 
necessary to establish a high degree of ownership by 
senior management if the agendas, goals and 
targets are changing. This can lead to project 
objectives misaligned with the overall business 
goals and strategy of the organization as a whole. 
 
 
Figure 1: Shared services deployment challenges (Shared 
services summit, 2009) 
This chart demonstrates the challenges that 
follow the lack of ability to facilitate the 
decision-making process and all processes 
leading from it; as can be seen from the chart, 
there are five major challenges.  
2.4.2 LACK OF SENIOR 
MANAGEMENT COMMITMENT 
A successful implementation of a shared 
services centre is only achievable when high-
level executives have a strong commitment to 
the initiative (Davenport, 2000). The attitude of 
senior management is crucial because it affects 
the funds and information communicated to 
the project team, and the image of the project. 
The implementation of the project can have an 
impact on the employees and the entire 
company. This means that providing 
significant incentives to the project team 
members and having strong communication 
channels inside the company are very 
important; and this can only occur through an 
effective and transparent decision-making 
process. Governance bodies must be able to act 
decisively by documenting and 
communicating outcomes, with clear decision 
processes. Examples of high-level executives’ 
strong commitments are: 
• Fujitsu Microelectronics successfully completed 
its ERP implementation within ten months. The 
success was attributed in part to senior 
management support (Zerega, 1997); 
•  GTE successfully completed an integration 
project on time and within budget within eleven 
months (Caldwell, 1998);  
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• Farmland Industries provided bonuses to 
employees and consultants. Focus was not only on 
the technical goals, but also on the “people” element 
and business changes (Davenport, 2000). 
Despite the examples mentioned above, shared 
services tend in most cases to receive much 
less senior executive attention than business 
units for the following reason:  
“Business units generate profits, and that is where 
top management should focus its time” (Mergy and 
Records, 2001). 
The absence of senior management support, 
commitment, and sponsorship implies 
increasing difficulties and complaints about 
quality, cost, and performance in the shared 
services centre. This may lead to the 
formulation of objectives for shared services 
centre managers that do not always support 
the goals of the centre itself.  
2.4.3 ABSENCE OF CLEAR COMMON 
VISION 
The vision established for the shared services 
will guide its implementation and long-term 
operation. The objectives of the vision must 
include finalization of the scope definition, 
including the processes, functions, and 
systems. A lack of effective clear vision, poor 
scope, lack of communication and unreliable 
technology are common issues related to 
shared services centre projects (Kearney, 2005).  
2.4.4 OPERATING IN DIFFERENT IT 
PLATFORMS 
Common IT applications are important to 
justify the migration to a shared services 
model (Goh, et al., 2007). Standardisation 
enables the relocation and eases the 
implementation of the shared services 
initiative (Ross, 2003; Sedera and Dey, 2007; 
Staehr, et al., 2002).  
A common IT platform is an essential element 
of shared services (Borman, 2008a). Studies 
demonstrate that common IT applications 
support applying business process and 
technology standardization (Goh, et al., 2007). 
It is crucial for management to support 
common functions and processes that the 
enterprise is planning to consolidate and 
standardize with a similar IT infrastructure. 
This will simplify the setup of a shared 
services centre. Having common business 
processes makes the consolidation and 
standardization approach easier and faster. 
Common IT applications are the cornerstone of 
shared services, which replaces the old 
multiple systems (M. Janssen, 2012). Working 
in different systems hinders transaction-based 
activities with standardized processes. The 
absence of a common IT system can inhibit the 
achievement of process efficiency through 
standardisation (ACCA Research Report No. 
79, 2002). 
2.4.5  DIFFERENCES IN CULTURE 
‘Differences in culture’ means different ways 
of doing things, where each function or 
department has different procedures and 
business requirements. Global companies 
regularly quote their diversity as an obstacle to 
success. Re-engineering the business is 
required on both the people and operational 
level. Successful organizations are companies 
who aligned their internal processes (Ptak, 
2000). 
2.4.6 CHALLENGES OF PROCESS 
REDESIGN  
“Reuters had nearly 600 finance processes. 
After the redesign, the number had reduced to 
359. Of these, 279 were truly global standards 
and only 80 were localized business processes” 
(Creating Global shared services: Lessons from 
Reuters). Set-up of a shared services centre 
includes process redesign challenges in four 
different change programs (Lacity and Fox 
2008): 
1. Business process redesign: this phase requires 
creating standard processes for global delivery 
and ensuring that the processes are working in 
the new environment 
2. Organizational redesign: transfer end-to-end 
processes to the shared services centre 
3. Sourcing redesign: create new centre and 
outsource to fill gaps in internal capabilities 
4. Technology enablement: implement a single 
global IT platform  
2.4.7 SERVICE QUALITY ISSUES 
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Shared services organisation has a different 
end-state vision from the current operating 
state and, as such, different sets of metrics will 
be required (TN van der Linde, AL 
Boessenkool, CJ Jooste, 2006). For example:  
• The lack of focus on improvement of service 
quality to clients of the shared services centre, and 
instead spending more time on increasing expertise 
(process and functional) related to their own service 
unit (Acumen Alliance, 2001).  
• The absence of having an effective cost accounting 
system in shared services that calculates the charge-
backs (David, 2005) will also affect the quality. 
2.4.8 STAFF RESISTANCE TO 
CHANGE  
Staff resistance to change means employees 
being resistant to adapting to new ways of 
working and possibly to relocating to a new 
work environment. Employees also need to 
adapt to the new culture of the shared services 
centre and sometimes they need to move to a 
new location; in multinational corporations the 
shared services centre can be based anywhere - 
locally, regionally, or globally; and the selected 
location may still not be suitable for the 
business (Ulrich 2006).  
2.4.9 UNDERESTIMATION OF 
INVOLVED COSTS  
The personnel cost (project consultancy) is by 
far the largest and most expensive, but at the 
same time, this area receives the least amount 
of consideration. The software and hardware 
costs are often easily quantifiable; however, 
the consultancy cost is not (Davenport, 2000). 
Lack of understanding in this respect might 
cause shared services failure. 
2.5  SUCCESS AND FAILURE 
FACTORS OF SETTING UP SHARED 
SERVICES 
A shared services centre separates operations 
and IT that were not synergistic to their new 
strategies (Goh et al., 2007). Shared services 
organization offers multiple benefits in 
addition to reducing costs, such as improving 
access to innovation and allowing an increased 
focus on core operations: 
 
 
Table 2: Shared services benefits  
Author(s)/ benefits  
Loh and Venkatraman (1992b),  
Gupta and Gupta (1995), 
Ang and Cummings (1997) 
 Adapting to institutional or market forces  
 Considering technical issues 
McFarlan and Nolan (1995) 
 Increasing quality 
Ang and Cummings (1997),  
Poppo and Zenger (1998) 
 Dealing with technological uncertainty 
Hancox and Hackney (2000) 
 Focusing on core competencies 
Lacity and Willcocks (2001) 
 Addressing abilities to increase revenues 
  Infusing new technology 
 Improving business processes 
  Enhancing quality of service 
 Gaining access to scarce IT skills 
 Achieving flexible capacities 
Weeks and Feeny (2008) 
 Innovating 
The above-mentioned opportunities do not 
guarantee shared services success (Wagenaar 
2006). There are different examples such as the 
failure of a major shared services initiative 
implemented by the Government of the 
Netherlands and a further government 
example in Western Australia. The project 
started in 2007, and the estimated cost was 
AU$82 million (€55 million); it was calculated 
that it would deliver annual savings of AU$57 
million (€38 million). However, AU$401 
million (€270 million) was spent by the time of 
termination (Kerr, 2011). The question remains, 
on what basis the decision was taken to start 
such a major initiative.  
2.5.1 SUCCESS FACTORS OF 
SETTING UP A SHARED SERVICES 
CENTRE 
Previous studies of success provided practice 
guidance on what to emphasize and what to 
avoid. Success factors are herein defined as 
those: 
 “Factors whose existence implies a benefit to the 
shared services initiative and/or factors that are 
19 | P a g e  
 
critical to improve the level of success experienced” 
(Rockart, 1979; Sedera et al., 2001).  
 
Table 3 sets out the success factors identified through the 
literature study: 
Author(s)/ success factors 
Umble and Umble (2001) 
 Alignment of everyone’s interest by giving mid-level 
management hands-on responsibility 
 Definition of business goals established 
 An executive management planning committee; 
 Thinking of implementation as research and 
development 
 Use of cross-functional teams 
 Stocking implementation teams with the best and 
smartest workers 
 Constant communication with teams and end users 
 Excellent project management 
 Choice of partners 
 Extensive education and training 
 Management of data 
 Measurement of the right things 
 Establishment of aggressive but achievable schedules; 
 No fear of change 
Timothy J. Burns (2008) 
 Senior-Level Support 
 Strong Project Management Skills 
 Effective Communication 
 Strong Change Management 
 Phased Approach to Implementation 
M. Borman (2008) 
 Processes Standardization 
 Consolidation 
Ramphal (2011b) 
 The service level agreements  
 The contact centre 
 The communication between the shared services 
centre and the business units 
 The products offered 
 The employees 
2.5.2 FAILURE FACTORS IN SETTING 
UP A SHARED SERVICES CENTRE 
Implementing a shared services centre brings 
the expectation of various benefits. It is 
important to gain accurate information on 
cases of failures, although this is problematic 
because most companies do not report failure 
in public, and hence these cases are not 
included in literature. The literature review 
conducted here identified the following failure 
factors: 
• Decision-making process 
• High investment upfront 
• Staff mismanagement  
• Duration of the implementation  
 
 
2.5.2.1 DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 
Shared services centres aim to maintain close 
relations with the customers and involve them 
in decision-making around the services 
provided (Craike and Singh, 2006; Grant et al., 
2007; Janssen and Joha, 2006a; Quinn et al., 
2000; Schulz and Brenner, 2010; Selden and 
Wooters, 2011). Becker (2009) describes how 
certain forms of prior existing collaborations 
can support related change efforts and joint 
decision-making when initiating shared 
services centre arrangements. The decision-
making process to implement shared services 
centre initiatives is in itself an overwhelming 
experience. Starting up a shared services centre 
is a major organizational change; firms need to 
strategically decide whether and how to 
transform their businesses. The decision-
making is particularly challenging in today’s 
turbulent economic environment, which is 
further complicated by unexpected 
organizational changes, where in those cases 
where there is doubt about information 
validity, companies take critical decisions in an 
atmosphere of uncertainty. In cases where 
there is no link between objective probabilities 
and actual occurrences, the term ‘decision 
under uncertainty’ is applicable (Lang, 2003). 
The decisions on whether and how to 
implement a shared services centre are 
strategic in nature and that requires a long-
term organization sourcing strategy (Janssen & 
Joha, 2008). Such major decisions mean that 
organizations need to go through an 
assessment of their existing service strategy 
and the value proposition understanding of a 
shared services centre (Mergy & Records, 2001). 
Saull (2000) categorized the key aspects for 
consideration in implementing a shared 
services centre as: corporate contribution, 
customer orientation, operational excellence, 
and future orientation. These decisions require 
a proper conceptualization and evaluation 
process, mainly in an uncertain business 
environment.   
Rational decision-making is often not a 
practical proposition due to limitations of time, 
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cost, and visibility of all potential solutions. 
Even if all factors required for rational 
decision-making are present, around 45 per 
cent of managers simply use their instinct to 
make decisions (Hall, 2007). The setup of a 
shared services centre initiative can fail when 
relevant information and appropriate 
objectives are not considered in the decision-
making process.  
2.5.2.2 HIGH INVESTMENT UPFRONT  
Shared services centre establishment entails 
substantial investment upfront, such as 
consolidating different systems and the cost of 
achieving common business processes. Each 
organisation must consider these high start-up 
costs before deciding to adopt a shared 
services centre business model. As shown in 
figure 2, it is key for the business to 
comprehend that benefits and services take 
time to be achieved, and will not immediately 
be gained (M. Borman, 2008). The shared 
services initiative is a failure when this major 
aspect is not considered.  
 
Figure 2: Benefits and investments of a shared services 
centre 
2.5.2.3 STAFF MISMANAGEMENT 
Cost saving is one of the principle benefits in 
adopting a shared services centre and the cost 
reduction is built on removing redundancies, 
which will result in reducing staff. The move 
to a centralized shared services centre must 
anticipate staff mismanagement. Potential staff 
retrenchment mismanagement can lead to 
failure. Lacity and Fox stated: 
"Difficulty in retaining the cooperation of 
employees targeted for redundancy" and the need to 
"fairly treat employees who would be made 
redundant"   
Communicating staff redundancy should be 
timely, and received in a way that the outgoing 
staff were accountable in some way for the 
success of the setup of the shared services 
centre. Su et al. (2009) indicate the necessity to 
avoid lack of clarity around responsibility for 
remaining staff. 
2.5.2.4 DURATION OF THE 
IMPLEMENTATION 
Setting up a shared services centre takes a long 
time and costs a lot of money to implement; 
this can unsettle the company and even lead to 
productivity depressions, at least in the short 
term. It can damage the bottom line. The 
underestimation of implementation duration 
and poor planning is one of the known failure 
factors. Informing corporate leaders about the 
time such a major investment can take is 
essential (M. Goh, S. Prakash, and R. Yeo, 
2007).  
2.6  ISSUES THAT MAY HINDER 
THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS  
Studies of shared services centre initiatives 
illustrate a wide discussion of potential related 
benefits in the commercial press, such as: 
reduced costs, accumulated intellectual and 
capital assets, services provided with customer 
and process focus, and the deployment of new 
technology (Casiraya 2001; Shah 1998). Despite 
these benefits, there are various signs (Craike 
and Singh 2006; Janssen and Joha 2006b); 
Lawson 2007; Shah 1998) showing that many 
organizations struggle in understanding the 
background and details of shared services 
centre. According to the literature review, 
several issues and problems may hinder the 
potential benefits of shared services centre 
initiatives.  
• Amount of changes in business processes 
• Achieving common business processes 
• Change management exercise difficulties 
• Initiating pristine shared services 
• Problems of individuals and business 
• Cultural barriers 
2.6.1 AMOUNT OF CHANGES IN 
BUSINESS PROCESSES  
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Most organizations start thinking about 
implementing a shared services centre when 
their existing ERP systems have reached a 
mature stage. Consolidating individually 
different versions of the same ERP application 
from different business units is a complex 
technical mission that can hinder and delay the 
potential benefits of implementing shared 
services. In addition, different hardware and 
operating platforms produce technical issues 
during the setup of a shared services centre. 
Another problem is the out of scope 
functionality in the old software, which is not 
available in the new software. The absence of a 
common IT system and the amount of changes 
can hinder the achievement of process 
efficiency through standardization, due the 
fact that having different systems implies 
having different business processes. 
2.6.2 ACHIEVING COMMON 
BUSINESS PROCESSES  
The key issue lies in engaging different 
organizations with different business 
objectives and processes. Many organizations 
deal with the specific legal requirements of the 
country, customers, and regulated suppliers 
with specific public policy arrangements. 
Those different business objectives are 
obstacles to accomplishing the business 
process standardization necessary to acquire 
one common business process.  
2.6.3 CHANGE MANAGEMENT 
EXERCISE DIFFICULTIES 
There are several difficulties in managing a 
major change management exercise. The major 
savings of shared services centre initiatives are 
at the enterprise level, while most changes are 
at organizational level. Not managing user 
expectations in an atmosphere of intense 
resistance (among both managers and 
employees) may affect the change 
management process negatively. The next 
problematic phase is after setting up the 
shared services centre, when the work of 
employees will become less challenging and 
staff may move to find a different job or 
position and in this case, much of the 
knowledge gained can be lost. Keeping staff 
motivated is also a major issue, as much of the 
work tends to be transaction processing. This 
results in a complex exercise to ensure low 
costs and at the same time motivating high-
quality staff to execute routine work.  
2.6.4 INITIATING PRISTINE SHARED 
SERVICES  
The initial setting up a shared services centre 
may turn out to be problematic and difficult to 
justify. The rationale attributed to this 
statement refers to the point that every 
established individual business is unique and 
operates based on its separately defined 
purposes and objectives (Janssen et al., 2009).  
2.6.5 PROBLEMS OF INDIVIDUALS 
AND BUSINESS  
There are issues between the business and the 
employees in working together. These issues 
are essentially similar in any major 
organisation. To break these barriers, a 
visionary leader is required, a leader 
convinced by his/her vision, and this leader 
must frequently remind his/her staff why the 
organisation is “doing what it is doing” 
(Schulman et al. 1999). It is key for an 
organization to continually explain how the 
vision will solve business problems more 
easily. Many organizations are missing that 
vision. This vision, in the end, will make 
people’s jobs more stimulating and more 
challenging (Schulman et al., 1999).  
2.6.6 CULTURAL BARRIERS 
Many companies have started to implement a 
hybrid shared services model over the past 
five to eight years, whereby they identify 
several regional areas in which to create a 
shared services centre. Each shared services 
centre runs on a single platform and set of 
practices and staffing (Avant Gard global 
study, 2010). The reason for this approach is 
the cultural barrier, which seems to be one of 
the major obstacles to overcome when 
establishing a shared services centre. Different 
factors such as the reluctance of individual 
business units to be centrally controlled, 
language differences between the shared 
services employees and the varied regional 
business practices or approaches (due the lack 
of process standardization) cause the culture 
issues. 
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2.7 BUSINESS PROCESS 
STANDARDIZATION   
2.7.1 INTRODUCTION 
This part of the thesis focusses on the 
importance of process standardization; the 
benefits, barriers, success and failure factors 
organizations are facing in standardizing their 
business process. Business process 
standardization aims to develop performance 
and to give executives more control over 
operational insights. The most recognised 
performance measurement is the cost of 
executing a process. The quality of the results 
is less often considered. Shared services 
functions have been instrumental in reducing 
costs. Many companies consider cutting costs 
as a tactical and opportunistic endeavour. 
Companies realize that standardization of 
business processes and introducing best 
practices can produce a bigger return on 
investment value. Many companies shift the 
known cost-savings benefits towards 
standardization and providing additional 
value-added capabilities to improve overall 
effectiveness and management control.  
Focusing only on reducing costs will 
ultimately lead the business of many 
companies in an unsatisfactory direction. A 
better customer service and standardized 
processes must be part of the outcomes of 
setting up a shared services centre model. 
There are many additional benefits other than 
simply cost-savings. Providing service and 
improving process quality should be the key 
metric of realization, which will lead to 
improved overall business performance. 
Ultimately, process standardization is about 
having clear activities and consistent processes: 
 “The degree to which work rules, policies, and 
operating procedures are formalized and followed.” 
(Jang, Y. and Lee, J. 1998). 
An ERP system provides the required technical 
backbone during a setup of a shared services 
centre, and more importantly an environment 
that enables business processes 
standardization across many organizations 
(ATKearney, 2004). 
The objectives of process standardization are 
to make process tasks clear across the 
company and to redesign business processes to 
achieve a common set of processes:   
“To make process activities transparent and achieve 
uniformity of process activities across the value 
chain and across firm boundaries.” (Muenstermann, 
B. and Weitzel, T. 2008). 
“Process standardization as a means to change 
business processes from where they are to a 
standard business process” and “focus on a meta 
process: the process of changing a process.” (Shaw 
et al. 2007). 
 
2.7.2 IMPORTANCE OF PROCESS 
STANDARDIZATION 
Several authors emphasise the importance of 
process standardization (Aksin and Masini, 
Janssen and Joha, Gibson and Arnott, Lacity 
and Fox, Willcocks, and Ptak). Process 
standardization is one of the known challenges 
organizations face during the setting up of a 
shared services centre. The difference between 
successful and unsuccessful shared services 
centre initiatives is not difficult to understand, 
according to ABeam consulting.  Business 
process standardization and setting up 
common systems enable success in shared 
service implementations (Benchmark Analysis of 
Companies that Implemented Shared Services, 
ABeam Consulting 2007).  
Process standardization also has a significant 
positive influence on the organization, as 
predicted by the process-based contingency 
model of innovation (Boer and During, 2001). 
Standardization leads to changes in processes, 
having value-adding activities Bergeron (2003) 
and responding more efficiently to market 
requirements. Process standardization is a 
prerequisite of success. It requires attention 
from the start of setting up a shared services 
centre. Not considering this element from the 
outset may cause delays and create 
complications for the implementation process. 
Process standardization provides the following 
positive effects:   
• Reliable operations 
• Consistency increases efficiency 
• Simplify process control 
• Minimize uncertainty and variability in 
processes 
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Uncertainty and variability factors may 
contribute to the differences in the ways 
employees execute their tasks. Process 
standardization and service quality are 
positively related (Hsieh et al., 2002). Making 
the shift to process standardization is a 
complex operation. It involves much more 
than just changing processes. Most companies 
today are already dealing with a high number 
of changes. Continual changing of business 
processes consumes additional resources, 
creates misinterpretations, and encourages 
scepticism within the organization. 
Management today needs to eliminate changes 
by removing those processes that are not 
relevant and merging those that are relevant in 
order to minimize process diversity.  
IBM has successfully redesigned most of its 
processes over the last few years. They shifted 
organizational power toward processes and 
have achieved their goal of process 
standardization around the globe. The return 
on their processes standardization had 
significantly good outcomes:  
• 75% reduction in the average process time 
• Significant improvement in on-time deliveries 
and customer satisfaction 
• Cost savings of $9 billion 
It is not necessary to standardize all business 
processes as some companies can still decide to 
standardize specific processes but not others: 
Hewlett-Packard, for example, standardizes 
certain processes in order to enhance its 
advantage with suppliers, but it allows variety 
in other processes such as product 
development. This is necessary due the wide 
variation in its products and in the customers 
who buy those products. 
Johnson & Johnson wanted to have certain 
projects managed as a single coherent portfolio 
and encourage certain business units to share 
employees and ideas. To achieve this they 
have largely standardized their R&D processes 
in the company’s pharmaceutical business 
units. The sales business units were not in the 
scope of the standardization project and they 
continue to design their own processes in sales 
and manufacturing. 
2.7.3 BUSINESS PROCESS 
MANAGEMENT  
Companies are facing continuous changes and 
a growing number of competitors. They opt for 
a process-oriented management process due 
the following factors (Seethamraju and 
Marjanovic, 2009):  
• Adapt to required changes 
• Fast transfer of information 
• Continuously increasing number of 
international competitors 
• Quick decision-making 
 The other challenges companies face are the 
constant changes in business requirements, 
and the pressure of rising costs (Neubauer, 
2009). Business process management (BPM) 
enables companies to achieve quick 
organizational adaptation (Neubauer and 
McCormack 2009). Those continuously 
changing in response to global market 
conditions create dynamic collaborations and 
flexibility using BPM (Liu et al., 2009). BPM 
offers continuous improvement of 
organizational strategies and allow companies 
to focus on generating value for the customer 
and still improve their performance 
(McCormack et al., 2009).  
It is important for organization leaders to 
know that there is no end to business 
improvement. BPM is a program that must be 
constantly maintained (Jeston and Nelis, 2006). 
Continuity of measurement is vital, but there 
are factors which are even more essential, such 
as monitoring, process control, customer 
satisfaction metrics and before all 
understanding the desired results (Antonucci 
et al., 2009). BPM is about designing, 
developing, and executing business processes. 
It is also about considering interaction, 
managing, analysing and optimizing business 
processes. BPM involves different factors such 
as: 
• A culture receptive to processes  
• Adequate technical 
• Clearly defined roles 
• Involving the top of the organization 
• Organizational management understanding 
• Well-trained people 
These factors are essential to achieve the 
desired effect (Jeston and Nelis, 2006). The 
definition of BPM is similar to that of shared 
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services; it does not have one common or 
consistent definition (Antonucci and Goeke, 
2011); on the other hand, experts have a 
common understanding of BPM: 
Companies’ processes centrally managed with a 
customer focus where people and technology 
integrate at operational and strategically level.  
2.7.4 BENEFITS OF PROCESS 
STANDARDIZATION 
Process standardization offers many benefits 
for organizations. An empirical analysis in 
2010 based on data from 156 firms executed by 
the University of Bamberg and the University 
of Frankfurt has shown that process 
standardization positively influences business 
process time, cost, and quality (Muenstermann 
and Weitzel, 2008). 
 
 
Figure 3: Standardization Impact on costs, performance, 
quality, and time 
For example, British Petrol Retail is in the 
process of standardizing their business 
processes and IT systems at all of its petrol 
stations around the world and they expect to 
save up to £600m over the next few years. Cost 
savings are not the only objective; process 
standardization as a tool of business process 
management (BPM) can offer additional 
positive results.   
“Process standardization provides immense 
benefits.” Swaminathan (2001)  
“Process standardization proves profitable” 
Ramakumar and Cooper (2004)  
‘’Process standardization increases transparency 
and controllability’’ Wuellenweber et al. (2008) 
2.7.4.1 IMPROVE PROCESS 
PERFORMANCE  
Continuing improvement is vital; customer 
need is a moving target and competitive costs 
are a moving target. Process standardization is 
key to reducing process costs and time, and 
improving process quality of work.  
2.7.4.2  REDUCE PROCESS TIME 
Defining and developing process 
standardization reduces rework; several 
business units use a process rather than each 
business unit developing them individually. 
Process standardization has a positive impact 
on business process time (the total time 
involved to deliver a service), along the 
process (sub)-activities trajectory from the 
beginning to the end of a process. Process 
standardization creates cycle time reduction 
because it simplifies the activities and sub-
activities of certain business processes 
(Jayaram and Vickery, 1998). Standardization 
reduces process variety and that makes 
performing standard processes simpler 
(Hesser et al., 2006; Lillrank and Liukko, 2004), 
and theoretically processes which are simpler 
to perform requires less cycle time than 
complex process.   
Once the activities for certain processes are 
standardized, understanding and clarity of 
process knowledge (Bandow et al., 2008; 
Engelhardt et al., 2004) and transparency 
(Wuellenweber et al., 2008) will increase. As a 
consequence, the employees will gain more 
process knowledge and will perform more 
consistent process activities, which will result 
in reducing cycle time. Simply identifying of 
the cause of a delay in a standardized business 
process reduces the business process time. This 
eliminates the cause of delay, and any 
redundant steps, and identifies opportunities: 
“Standardization can also create focused expertise 
with materials and processes to a point where it is 
much easier to identify sources of delay, 
unnecessary steps, and opportunities for 
parallelism.” (Jayaram and Vickery 1998). 
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“Clearly, standardization simplifies, thus 
engendering cycle time reduction” (Jayaram and 
Vickery 1998). 
Another example that shows process 
standardization leads to a reduction of 
business process time is a case study which 
focused on internal global process 
management and standardization, which 
result in a 61% reduction in order turnaround 
time (Manrodt and Vitasek, 2004). Another six 
case studies show that extensive process 
documentation results in significant cycle time 
reductions. Hence, documenting processes is 
an essential element of process standardization, 
which leads to substantial cycle time 
reductions (Siha and Saad, 2008). 
2.7.4.3  REDUCE PROCESS COSTS 
Sharing documentation and training materials 
across the organization reduces the overhead 
costs. Supporting similar information systems 
across the organization cuts IT costs. It lowers 
the transaction costs by using one business 
process toward both the customers and the 
suppliers. It helps in responding to shifts in 
demand by reassigning people from one unit 
to another, since employees in different 
departments of a certain business unit perform 
processes in one standard way. Process 
standardization leads to a deeper 
comprehension of the activities among the 
business process, which eliminate 
redundancies:  
“A greater understanding of how benefits were 
delivered to the customer” leads “to overall 
corporate savings by reducing waste and 
redundancy.” Manrodt and Vitasek (2004) 
The statistical theory of variation (Shewhart 
(1931) and Deming (1986)) showed that the 
more intensive the variation observed the 
higher the costs to reduce it. Process 
standardization aims to reduce process 
diversity and that means reduce additional 
process costs. It reduces mistakes and reducing 
mistakes means reducing costs involved to 
solve those mistakes.  
 “Process standardization within a firm can 
improve operational performance and reduce 
processing costs by eliminating errors, by achieving 
economies of scale, and by facilitating 
communication.” (Beimborn et al., 2009) 
Another example is the case study Effects of 
Information Systems Standardization on 
Business Process Performance where business 
process standardization resulted in reducing 
the number of employees (Robert van Wessel 
et al., 2006), which led to reduced costs.  
2.7.4.4  IMPROVE PROCESS QUALITY 
Process standardization improves process 
quality as all employees perform certain 
processes in the same way, have a good 
understanding of the process and make fewer 
mistakes. It drives continuous improvement 
and sharing of best practice. Process 
standardization has a positive influence on 
process quality because it improves 
operational performance and that directly 
leads to a higher business process quality. 
Business processes need to be standardized in 
order to measure process quality correctly, 
because process standardization has a positive 
impact on process quality. Ramakumar and 
Cooper (2004) recommend centralizing quality 
management through: 
1. Standardizing the relevant processes  
2. Implementing consistent key quality metrics 
Service quality is ensured by documenting the 
process, issuing the work standards, and 
following agreed and defined methods (Kondo, 
2000). Diversity in business processes leads to 
deviation from objectives, and is the main 
source of poor quality. Business process 
standardization aims to reduce process 
variation, which leads to a positive effect on 
business process quality (Liukko, 2004).    
2.7.5 BARRIERS TO PROCESS 
STANDARDIZATION  
Many organizations today want to avoid 
uncoordinated business process activities with 
isolated business units. Local requirements 
cause most variation in business processes. It is 
a prerequisite to have an organizational 
approach that describes and understands the 
essential tasks involved in specific processes. 
The silo approach and bad coordination result 
in isolated and divided activities. This results 
in a lack of defined and transversal processes 
(Paimet al., 2008). Process standardization is a 
complex practice operation and many 
companies find it challenging to implement 
due to different barriers. The authors below 
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highlight several difficulties and barriers 
organizations are confronted with:  
Table 4: Barriers of process standardization 
Author(s)/ difficulties and barriers factors 
(Jeston and Nelis, 2006) 
Lack of standardization. Business units work the same 
logical abstraction of the business process, but with: 
- Different terms 
- little integration between the methodologies 
- Different techniques and tools used in various area;  
- Different visions of the set of activities 
(Bandara et al, 2007) 
One of the major flaws is the disconnection between 
strategy and BPM projects. 
(Sentanin et al,  2008) 
Challenges of progress throughout the stages and levels 
of BPM; emphasized the participation of all members of 
the research centre in a process where the functional 
mindset has to be broken and the vision based on 
continuous processes need to be built.  
 
(Paim et al,  2008) 
Much of the available technology is based on the 
functional approach; in addition, the acquisition of new 
technologies is costly. 
(Antonucci et al, 2009) 
The direct involvement of leadership and executive 
team, ownership of the process, incentives and rewards 
for the adoption of new processes, and cooperation with 
the process, development of continuous improvement, 
commitment to investment and alignment of business 
strategy with the customer are essential. 
(McCormack et al,  2009) 
The absence of an organizational approach that defines 
the process and the roles of management processes; 
breaking the old functional approach that inhibits the 
systemic vision of the organization.  
(Antonucci et al,  2009) 
Unavailability of professionals with a vision of business 
processes since the massive majority of undergraduate 
courses teach the departmental approach 
(Palmberg, 2010) 
The organizational culture itself, as organizations, for a 
long time, have benefitted from the functional 
coordination of the work. In this case, there is a major 
concern for people who prefer to receive orders rather 
than assume greater responsibilities. 
(Trkman,  2010) 
Aligning their business processes with the 
environment and the flexibility and continuous 
adaptation of its core processes. Teams must be formed 
and specific methods are necessary to understand, 
select, and prioritize processes.  
The main obstacles according to Antonucci et 
al., Bandara et al., and Trkman, 2010 are: 
• Technology Issues  
• Little integration between the methodologies 
• Diversity of techniques and tools in various 
areas of business 
• Mismanagement of essential resources 
• Lack of knowledge of the processes concept 
• Lack of basic culture of process oriented 
management for the entire organization 
• Lack of leadership and direct involvement of the 
executive staff 
• Lack of incentives and rewards to encourage the 
adoption of new processes 
 
Another difficulty faced is that the concept of 
processes is still not widespread in 
organizations (Trkman, 2010).  
 
 Process standardization is challenging because: 
 
• Some employees know they could lose their jobs 
• The difficulty of approaching one common 
understanding of the goal of standardization 
• The time consumed to take decisions 
• Lack of awareness of the benefits arising from 
standardization 
Business processes are key contributions to 
competitive advantage. It is necessary to 
expend significant effort to address challenges, 
in order to overcome the barriers encountered. 
The organizational culture and business unit 
thinking were the main barriers in one case 
study of two companies in the services sector.  
Process standardization might prevent the 
appearance of creative and innovative 
activities according to some opinions. They 
imply that process standardization and 
innovation are exclusive, but this statement is 
contradicted by the following author’s view:  
“Innovation and work standardization are [. . .] not 
mutually exclusive but mutually complementary.” 
(Kondo, 2000). 
‘’One secret of successful management today” is 
“to customize standard concepts to fit specific 
applications.” (Lampel and Mintzberg, 1996). 
2.8 SUCCESS FACTORS IN 
PROCESS STANDARDIZATION 
This section aims to provide a critical 
understanding of the factors for success in 
process standardization. Those success factors 
are the results of an acknowledged expert’s 
review of different publications. A literature 
review revealed the following success factors: 
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1. Document knowledge  
2. Use commonly agreed language  
3. Codifying and verifying by the process team  
4. Combine and place in a standard form 
5. Combine innovation with process 
    standardization  
6. Communication and awareness 
7. Having process controls in place  
2.8.1 DOCUMENT KNOWLEDGE  
Process standardization requires activities, 
follow up and execution precisely in same way 
by many employees at separate geographical 
locations. Documenting the process is a key in 
order to make this possible. Training of 
employees by the process owners would not 
be sufficient because most multinationals 
employ large numbers of people. Training is 
also insufficient in that employees often forget 
what they have learned; thus process 
documentation is an iterative process (Savory 
and Olson, 2001).  
It is necessary to capture and solidify the 
knowledge once it has been acquired, until 
there is a valid reason for revision. Process 
standardization is a discrete process and 
requires no tolerance for new knowledge 
creation. Employees need to follow the 
standardized processes to perform their tasks.  
Knowledge and process can be standardized 
once they are documented. When the 
knowledge is highly tacit, the process will not 
be well understood (Teece, 1998). This leads to 
difficulties in standardizing certain processes. 
The employees’ knowledge is mostly tacit 
(Polanyi, 1962). Ninety percent of the 
knowledge is entrenched and blended in 
people’s heads (Wah, 1999; Bonner, 2000). This 
is particularly true in case of operational 
expertise (Lam, 2000). 
It also needs to be documented in detail to 
avoid the opportunity for employees to 
develop their own ways of executing tasks due 
to differences in interpretation, which may 
cause variation in the process output. A team 
should be employed to convert the tacit 
knowledge into explicit knowledge, as gaining 
tacit knowledge requires sharing of experience. 
The idea of sharing knowledge during 
documentation of the process is key; the 
person with knowledge should not be 
reluctant to share knowledge (Clarke and 
Rollo, 2001; Nonaka, 1994). In the article 
‘’Standardization through process documentation” 
(Ungan, 2006) Ungan points out that process 
documents must be created to standardize a 
process.  
2.8.3   USE COMMONLY AGREED 
LANGUAGE  
The use of shared mental models makes the 
process of externalization (Articulating Tacit 
Knowledge Into Explicit Concepts (Nonaka, 
1994)) simpler. It implies a commonly agreed 
language and organizational retention 
(Madhavan and Grover, 1998). It is crucial that 
both team members and process owners speak 
the same common process language (Nonaka, 
1994). The commonly agreed language and 
terminology is required to convert tacit 
knowledge into explicit knowledge (Kogut and 
Zander, 1992; Zack, 1999; Desouza et al., 2002; 
Davies and Mabin, 2001; Madhavan and 
Grover, 1998). 
Having one common language supports the 
common understanding of processes between 
the employees, which results in standardized 
output by having similar ways of executing 
tasks, similar values, and similar attitudes. The 
common memory base of organizational 
experience influences the process of 
externalization. Organizational memory is 
reflecting the stored information from an 
organization’s history (Walsh and Ungson, 
1991). Team members understand and support 
each other to clarify their own perspectives 
because they have the same or similar 
experiences in their memories based on their 
historical experience. 
2.8.3 CODIFICATION AND 
VERIFICATION BY THE PROCESS 
TEAM  
Business process standardization requires 
process knowledge and documentation. The 
team members involved with a specific process 
must capture and describe that process. In a 
case where non-team members develop 
process flow diagrams, confusion and general 
lack of agreement among team members will 
occur (Rohleder and Silver, 1997). 
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Process standardization requires many 
employees at different locations to be able to 
use an understandable and clear flow of 
messages. Where processes are well 
understood by employees, they become 
reusable. Codifying standard process 
procedures requires minimizing ambiguity 
and the potential for varying interpretations. 
Uncertainty arises where some words may 
have certain meanings in a given context 
(Reimers, 2001). This issue is even more 
problematic for a multinational company with 
global international operations, such as a 
shared services centre. Eliminating different 
interpretations supports coherent process 
descriptions (DiMarco and Hirstt, 1993).  
2.8.4 GROUP AND PLACE IN A 
STANDARD FORM 
Processes should be combined in a single 
process document, after standardizing and 
documentation. Authorized personnel only 
will check this document for inconsistencies. In 
order to be able to reuse the processes the 
knowledge needs to have distinct objectives, 
and small structural components (Lytras et al., 
2002b). 
2.8.5  COMBINE INNOVATION WITH 
PROCESS STANDARDIZATION  
Process standardization is an ongoing process. 
Combining it with innovation increases the 
improvement in that process. “There can be no 
improvement where there are no standards” 
(Imai, 1986). 
2.8.6  COMMUNICATION AND 
AWARENESS 
Communication is the key that can represent 
the difference between failure and success in 
process standardization. It is important to 
communicate effectively with the employees 
involved, and fully involve them and maintain 
enthusiasm. Make roles and responsibilities 
clear for the employees in the processes that 
require standardization and get the best out of 
employees in order to improve their 
capabilities (Thiagrajan and Zairi, 1997).  
Planning formal and informal meetings are a 
way of encouraging staff to participate and 
overcome barriers. Business processes strategic 
decisions ultimately have an effect on 
individual employees further down the line, 
even if it is only that the nature of the activity 
they perform changes (Lubit, 2001). See the 
following examples: 
• TNT extends communication and awareness to 
subcontractors to ensure that the message is 
reinforced  
• Rank Xerox used the empowered work groups 
approach by going through regular assessments, 
which allow employees to take increased 
responsibility for managing their own processes 
2.8.7 HAVING PROCESS CONTROL 
IN PLACE  
It is essential to measure process performance 
in order to be able to control the business 
processes. Information quality is the main 
success factor for controlling activities. There 
are other factors, which also need to be in place 
and have a generally positive effect:  
• Completeness, accuracy, understandability and 
reliability (DeLone and McLean, 1992) 
• Balance and consistency of information (Janz, 
2008)  
• Usability, availability, reliability, adaptability, 
responsiveness (DeLone and McLean, 2003)  
• Underlying performance indicators (Gleich, 2001; 
Janz, 2008)  
2.9 FAILURE FACTORS IN PROCESS 
STANDARDIZATION  
This section provides an overview of failure 
factors in process standardization. The 
obstacles and difficulties in implementing 
process standardization are mostly due to the 
following main factors: 
• Unclear process workflow  
• Lack rigorous measures of business processes 
• Departmental thinking 
• Emphasis on the wrong priorities 
Companies should standardize their processes 
as much as possible without interfering with 
their ability to meet diverse customers’ 
requirements or to try to solve the customers’ 
process issues. It is much more difficult to 
impose process standardization than to allow 
diversity. The response of most departments 
when process standardization needs to take 
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place is “yes, but we’re different”. In some 
cases, the resistance to adapting to process 
standardization may be legitimate, as certain 
standard processes may not always meet the 
needs of different business units or different 
customers at the same time. The local leaders 
of multinational operating companies run their 
business in their own way and they do not 
want the corporate head office to interfere with 
their processes. Corporate executives are the 
people who start common initiatives like 
process standardization and thus they should 
be ready for resistance from their operating 
companies. The rewards of process 
standardization are manifold; the corporate 
executives should fight for it.  
In other cases change management confronts 
issues such as when the employees do not 
refuse to change, but they don’t want the 
change being forced on them (Clarke, 1994). It 
is important to have a shared goal and clear 
vision in order to reduce the resistance to 
change. It is important to have clearly defined 
roles and responsibilities at each phase of the 
change initiative, once the organization is 
aiming for a high performance shared drive 
(McQueen, 1999). 
2.9.1 UNCLEAR PROCESS 
WORKFLOW  
Some companies fail to understand their 
processes because of unclear process workflow 
within the company (Bamber and Sharp, 2000). 
Departments regularly discover that a simple 
process runs slowly through different 
departments for unpredictable reasons because 
the process workflow is not clear. If the 
company is not prepared for such cases and 
has ambiguities in the process, they will end 
up with additional errors in their processes 
and standardizing the processes will be 
difficult to implement. Companies should 
realize that visualizing of their processes 
comes prior to improving them. 
2.9.2 LACK OF RIGOROUS 
MEASURES OF BUSINESS PROCESSES 
Most companies lack the capacity for 
measuring their business processes. They may 
know about costs, but they do not know for 
example how long it takes a new product to go 
from conception to profitability. Employees 
are often not even sure what aspects of their 
processes they ought to be measuring. Process 
performance measurement is significant in 
achieving the objective of process 
standardization. The difficulty in identifying 
appropriate and accurate measurements is 
often as great as that of reaching the goal itself.   
2.9.3 DEPARTMENTAL THINKING  
Processes do exist but many companies suffer 
from departmental thinking, which hinders 
process standardization and process 
performance. Even if all employees have gain 
the required knowledge and understanding for 
the processes of which their functions or 
activities are part, the existence if this issue 
will hinder process standardization across the 
departments. The lack of understanding and 
awareness that processes work across 
functions and are not specific to a department 
can be seen as failure factor. A departmental 
barrier contributes to the lack of awareness 
problem: 
“. . . Few organizations have developed business 
process management while abandoning any trace of 
functionality” (Armistead et al. 1999).  
2.9.4 EMPHASIS OF WRONG 
PRIORITIES  
In many companies’ process implementation 
models, the focus is on image and not on 
business results. This causes minimum focus 
on procedures, non-alignment with strategic 
objectives, lack of continuity of the 
implementation itself, and insufficiency of 
quality planning. These factors can be reason 
for process implementation failure (Martins 
and Toledo, 2000).   
2.10  LITERATURE RESEARCH 
CONCLUSTION 
The literature review conducted in this thesis 
confirms that there is no doubt about the 
importance of a shared services centre for 
cooperation, yet little research has been 
conducted with regard to shared services and 
process standardization. Shared services centre 
implementations intend to increase efficiency 
and effectiveness in cost cutting and overall 
profitability (Aksin and Masini, 2008), through 
three main keys objectives: 




3. Processes standardization 
The literature review shows that failure in 
facilitating decision-making is one of the key 
process management issues, which can disturb 
goals and long-term strategy. It is essential to 
have a structured decision making-process that 
supports the establishment of such major 
operations in a strategic and objective way. 
This thesis identifies several success and 
failure factors for establishing a shared 
services centre and enabling business process 
standardization. The factors contributing to the 
success and failure of setting up a shared 
services centre are not the same as the factors 
that that contribute to the success and failure 
of business process standardization. The 
principle problems in setting up a shared 
services centre are several barriers and failure 
factors that may hinder the establishment of a 
shared services centre and process 
standardization. 
2.10.1 PROCESS STANDARDIZATION 
The literature review and field research show 
that companies recognize the importance of 
process standardization, but their levels of 
development are still relatively limited. 
Process standardization implementation can 
be slow because various barriers can restrict it. 
Process standardization has a significant 
positive influence on different areas including 
business control and service quality. Process 
standardization offers several benefits for 
organizations, improving the process 
performance and quality and reducing the 
process time and costs. It contributes 
significantly in the current and next 
generations of a shared services centre 
initiative. Process standardization barriers 
faced by companies are either general, with 
regard to people, and organizational culture; 
or are specific to the business strategy, the 
mind-set of the company, and alignment with 
the environment. Performing the same tasks in 
different ways causes variations in output. 
Even if a business process has identical inputs 
and procedures, and intends to provide 
identical outputs, its standardization remains 
complex.  
2.10.2 ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
SHARED SERVICES CENTRE 
The start-up of a shared services centre is the 
right step when it is possible to have the ability 
to take decisions on a high qualitative level. A 
shared services centre business model cannot 
add value to the strategic objective, when the 
primary strategic objectives are not clear; but 
those objectives can be made clear if processes 
are reengineered and scaled. Shared services 
comprise a range of key components that 
influence cost and require standardization, a 
common IT platform, and business change 
management. Shared services have critical 
dependencies and principle benefits. 
Its success critically depends on understanding 
of the following elements: 
• Development of strategy  
• Process redesign 
• Technical enablement 
• Measurement of cost-savings  
Setting up a shared services centre’s principle 
benefits are: 
• Promote efficiency  
• Value generation 
• Cost savings  
• Improve service 
Taking a close look at project management, 
business processes, people/organization and 
systems, we can clearly see that there is a 
distinct difference in the degree of approach in 
regard to the following areas:  
• Establishing strong project facilitation  
• Continuous commitment  
Concluding, Consider the establishment of a 
shared services centre and process 
standardization as an integrated whole. The 
emphasis of process standardization is not on 
one area only, but on all at the same time.  
Below is the summary of issues, success, and 
failure factors of shared services and process 
standardization.  
Table 5: Summary of success, failure factors, and issues identified through literature review 
Area Shared services centre  Process standardization  
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Success factors Excellent project management 
Organizational change management 
Collaboration/ communication  
 
Document the knowledge 
Use commonly agreed language  
Combine innovation with process standardization 
Communication and awareness 
Failure factors Lack of decision-making process  
High investment upfront 
Staff mismanagement 
Duration of the implementation 
Resistance to change  
Unclear process workflow 





Managerial decision-making process 
Amount of changes in business processes  
Achieving common business processes  
Change management exercise difficulties 
Cultural barriers 
Diversity of techniques and tools in various areas of 
business  
Lack of knowledge of the processes concept  
Mismanagement of essential resources 
Lack of leadership and direct involvement of the executive 
staff 
The concept of success and failure factors can 
assist decision-makers in assessing whether 
shared services centres are appropriate and 
have good chances of success.  
Our aim in this thesis is to help organizations 
decide whether to implement a shared services 
centre. For example, if an organization is 
considering two potential shared services 
centre locations that differ only in price, they 
should choose the less expensive option. 
Decision-makers require reasons, rationales, or 
selection criteria when making these types of 
choices (Dibbern et al., 2004). 
A comprehensive decision-making process is a 
central feature of rational management 
(Fredrickson and Mitchell, 1984). 
Comprehensiveness refers to the extent to 
which a full search for alternatives has been 
undertaken; decision-makers should weigh the 
relative value of these options before making a 
choice. Implementing shared services centre 
cooperation is a major undertaking; decision-
makers should consider a wide range of 
options. 
Many researchers, such as Amason (1996) and 
Eisenhardt (1997), discuss conflict in team 
processes. Amason (1996) notes the importance 
of team heterogeneity in decision-making 
processes. He suggests that both cognitive 
characteristics and team processes influence 
the decision-making process and various types 
of conflict influence decision quality.  
The decision whether to continue 
implementing a shared services centre will be 
based on a broad understanding of the 
strategic needs. Decision-makers will be able to 
make an informed “Go, No-Go” decision 
based on justifiable reasons, and enable their 
management priorities as objectively as 
possible.  
Shared services arrangements need to agree on 
common objectives and share a strategic vision. 
Getting to this point can take time and 
negotiation but should not be overlooked. A 
common objective is the retention of decision-
making, influence, and identity. It is, in fact, 
the most critical decision made in the initial 
phases of a shared services project. The core 
project team will ultimately determine the 
initiative’s success or failure through their 
insight, knowledge, people skills, and 
dedication. Challenges may arise; the teams 
involved have differing strategic or corporate 
objectives that make coming to an agreement 
on shared services outcomes difficult.  
Rational decision-making in such situations, is 
often not a practical proposition; it is limited 
by time, cost, and decision-makers’ awareness 
of all potential solutions. Even if they have all 
of these required factors for rational decision-
making, around 45% of managers simply use 
their instincts to make decisions (Hall, 2007).  
Shared services centre initiatives can fail when 
decision-makers do not consider the relevant 
information and appropriate objectives.  
Effective and transparent decision-making 
processes help management bodies think 
together, act decisively, and document and 
communicate their outcomes. Better 
management information improves decision-
making and helps decision-makers identify 
problems in business processes. Stakeholders 
should reach early agreement on a workable 
model. Decision-making should be clear and 
transparent to ensure a shared services centre 
initiative gets off the ground. Stakeholders 
want to maintain control and accountability; 
therefore, from the outset, participants must 
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consult and collaborate with each other (Knol, 
A. J., Sol, H. G., & van Wamelen, J. P, 2012). 
In conclusion, there is a need to develop an 
objective, structured, and transparent strategic 
decision-making process. Such a method 
should be designed to facilitate an informed 
and transparent decision-making process that 
maximizes effectiveness and value and 
provides a framework for future use. Evidence 
shows that such a decision-making method 
can be developed successfully. Herbert Simon 
suggests that people would make rational 
decisions if only they could gather enough 
information (by Leigh Buchanan, and Andrew 
O'Connell, 2006). Daniel Kahneman and Amos 
Tversky identify factors that cause people to 
decide against their interests even when they 
know better  (Harvard Business Review, Jan 
2006).  
To develop a strategic decision-making process, 
this study followed a structured design 
methodology (which we will explain in detail 
in subsequent sections). This paper will 
provide a thorough account of the 
performance of our application of this 
prototype decision-making method.   
 
3. DECISION-MAKING DESIGN PHASE 
3.1  INTRODUCTION  
Setting up a shared services centre is a 
strategic decision. Such decisions must be in 
line with the organization’s mission and vision. 
Strategic decisions are long-term in their 
impact. They affect and shape the direction of 
the whole business, and senior managers 
generally make them. Those decisions affect 
the organization and require resources 
commitment:  
“Infrequent decisions made by the top leaders of an 
organisation that critically affect organizational 
health and survival” (K.M. Eisenhardt, M.J. 
Zbaracki, 1992).  
“Important, in terms of the actions taken, the 
resources committed, or the precedents set” 
(Mintzberg, 1976).  
Furthermore, the process of creating, 
evaluating, and implementing strategic 
decisions is typically characterised by the 
consideration of high levels of uncertainty, 
potential synergies between different options, 
long-term consequences, and the need for key 
stakeholders to engage in significant 
psychological and social negotiation about a 
strategic decision under consideration. 
Shared services centre initiatives, as with other 
significant changes, must not be attempted 
unless the business case is strong. Given the 
dynamics involved, a revision of the business 
case might be required during the course of 
any project, so will have to be robust and up to 
date. It will also need to be worthwhile and 
convincing, in order to have key decision-
makers’ support, and enable them to identify 
the benefits of such a change. The senior 
management team should make the decision to 
move forward with a shared services centre 
implementation, based on information 
presented by the implementation team. A new 
decision-making process is necessary for that 
purpose.  
Since the late 1940s, Herbert Simon has been 
explicitly concerned with management and 
decision-making. No one of his generation has 
had such a far-reaching impact on 
management, especially when his further work 
with James March and Mintzberg (1990) is 
considered. Simon is considered to be the most 
influential and important author in terms of 
organizational theory. His design principles 
applied as a guide through the steps of how to 
develop the decision-making process in this 
thesis.   
Simon was aware of the interdependence 
between the decision-making phases as he 
provided examples of feedback from one stage 
into another. He indicated that each stage be 
recursively considered as a decision in itself 
(Simon, 1977). His model enables eliminating 
the common issues faced by decision-making 
researchers thus far: for example, the reduction 
of decisions required to the moment of choice 
(Langley et al., 1995). 
Simon quotes the following three related 
decision-making process questions: 
1. What is the problem? 
2. What are the alternatives?  
3. Which alternative is the best?  
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The structured design methodology developed 
in this thesis is based on Simon’s core thinking. 
The new decision-making process aims to 
include the following characteristics:  
• Ability to structure management prioritizations 
in an objective way 
• Sustainable decision-making process 
• Reducing various biases 
• Provide a transparent and understandable 
process 
   
3.2  THE DECISION-MAKING 
DESIGN METHOD 
3.2.1 DESIGN-CYCLE 
Herbert Simon provided a definition of design 
as devising courses of action aimed at 
changing current situations into preferred ones 
(The sciences of the artificial, Simon, 1696). 
Design definition focuses on a specific process, 
with the goal of creating models for the 
creation of new process, which have to fit 
potentially conflicting sets of constraints, 
requirements, preferences and have three core 
characteristics:  
1. Design is a process and has structure: Designers 
engage in a set of core activities, regardless of the 
design domain. 
2. Design is not manufacturing: Design produces 
potential interpreted and implemented 
specifications. 
3. Design has users: It is accountable to external 
judgment. Different stakeholders may have 
conflicting expectations.  
The goal of the decision-cycle is to present the 
structured design methodology. 
3.2.2 DECISION-MAKING TYPE 
Studies in management decision-making 
processes suggest that when people are 
involved in the decision-making process the 
company expects them to commit to the final 
choice, which is crucial to implement the 
decision taken. There are four common ways 
of making decisions (Patterson, Grenny, 
McMillan, and Switzler, 2012): 
1. Command: decision-making with no 
involvement 
2. Consult: request input from others 
3. Vote: discuss alternatives and then call for a 
vote 
4. Consensus: dialogue until everyone agrees to 
one decision 
 
Patterson, Grenny, McMillan, and Switzler, 
outline how to choose which decision-making 
technique to apply: 
 
Who cares? Determine who openly wants to be 
involved and can be affected by the decision. 
Who knows? Identify who has the expertise we 
need to make the best decision.   
Who must agree? Involve people from beginning 
so as not to surprise them and create open 
resistance. Identify people with authority or 
influence in this decision.  
How many people is it worth involving? The 
goal should be to involve the fewest number of 
people while still considering the quality of the 
decision. 
Consulting, voting, and reaching consensus 
apply in the new decision-making process.  
Command method probably will not work 
with a complex decision such as setting up a 
shared service centre, because it does not use 
all available expertise and support from the 
relevant people. Therefore, the situation might 
end with resentment and disagreement that 
result in sabotage and deterioration of group 
effectiveness. Consult method helps in gaining 
decision-makers’ ideas and support. Vote 
method supports in having a buy-in from the 
stakeholders to implement the decision 
Consensus assists in gaining everyone’s 
commitment and support 
The voting method promotes efficiency and 
supports the selection of the best available 
alternative in a transparent, rational way. The 
decision-makers discuss the available 
alternatives during the workshop and then call 
for a vote. When facing several decent options, 
voting is a great time saver. The consensus 
method helps in getting everyone honestly to 
agree to one decision. This method can 
produce tremendous unity, high-quality 
decisions and gain everyone’s absolute 
support for the final choice. The decision-
makers can consult the facilitator during an 
experiment, where he can act as subject matter 
expert on the shared services field and use his 
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online source of data to help the decision-
makers in taking their decision.  
Perfect consensus means that all participants in 
the decision-making agree what the decision 
should be. Such an agreement is often 
impossible to achieve. There are degrees of 
consensus, all of which bring about a higher-
quality decision than majority vote or other 
methods of decision-making. The basic 
guidelines for consensual decision-making 
process are as follows: (Johnson & Johnson, 
1997):  
• Avoid arguing for own opinions 
• Avoid changing your mind only to reach 
agreement and avoid conflict 
• Do not assume that someone must win/ lose 
when discussion reaches a stalemate  
• Discuss underlying assumptions 
• Listen carefully to one another  
• Encourage the participation of all members 
• Seek out differences of opinion 
• Try to involve everyone in the decision process 
• Disagreements are allowed to present a wide 
range of information and opinions 
• Reach a certain degrees of consensus, all of 
which bring about a higher quality decision  
 
3.3 THE DESIGN CYCLE  
The design-cycle represents the structured 
design methodology, which contains the 
following phases: 
1. Set design objectives 
2. Determine design requirements 
3. Develop prototype decision-making process 
4. Test/ evaluate prototype 
5. Reiterate in various ways (optional) 
The design-cycle conceptual model below 
illustrates the decision design phases.  
 
 
Figure 4: Structured design methodology  
(Based on Industrial engineering design-cycle 
process, Van Engelen et al 1994, The core line 
of thinking has been set by Herbert Simon in 
the early 60’s)  
3.3.1 SET DESIGN OBJECTIVE  
The objective is to design a structured decision 
process based on existing theory. The new 
process design should help in taking decisions 
in an objective way and provide a sustainable 
transparent process that can arrive at tangible 
objective decisions. The design process focuses 
on structuring management prioritizations in 
an objective way and reduces various 
subjective biases through high-quality 
decisions. This can act as a guide towards 
making better decisions in setting up a shared 
services centre, because the new decision-
making process design assumes that the 
decision maker has full and complete 
information about alternatives; it also assumes 
they have the time, cognitive ability, and 
resources (people, software) to evaluate each 
choice against the others. All information that 
is relevant to the decision is known and 
available to the decision makers. The objective 
needs to be measurable and achievable by 
using measurable criteria. The validity of the 
designed methodology is based on the 
operationalization of the desired quality 
criteria.   
3.3.2 DETERMINE DESIGN CRITERIA 
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It is important that any possible solution meets 
the pre-defined requirements. The design 
criteria are as follows:   
• Confirm decision makers’ understanding 
• Increase transparency and confidence 
• Minimize various subjective biases  
• Simplify information gathering and analysis 
required  
• Streamline strategic management decision 
process 
• Structure management prioritization in an 
objective way 
3.3.3 DEVELOP PROTOTYPE 
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 
The prototype evaluates the predefined design 
criteria, that is, in the abstract based on pure 
logic grounds or existing knowledge. However, 
it requires a decision-making process 
prototype to do so. The use of the prototype 
helps move the design process forward by 
improving the understanding of the problem, 
identifying missing requirements, evaluating 
design objectives and receiving feedback from 
others. The prototype should help in 
understanding the business rules that the 
designed framework needs to meet. Users’ 
experience is required to examine the 
developed solution and test the perception of 
users and their needs. 
3.3.4 TEST/EVALUATE PROTOTYPE 
The appropriate participants in this study need 
to review the prototype in light of the selected 
design criteria. The focus is on:    
• Review and assess the execution of the designed 
process 
• Collect continuous feedback throughout the 
process from the participants 
• Capture corrective actions required 
The designed method must be tested/ 
evaluated to determine any necessity for 
further development. Testing and evaluating 
the designed process model confirms that the 
decision process will work as designed, or 
triggers further changes and refinement. The 
aim of this step is to assess the viability of the 
decision process. Testing would also help to 
identify a potential fault, which in turn allows 
for improvements and identifies possible 
failure components during the test. 
Challenging the prototype against the 
designed objectives is aimed to answer the 
following questions: 
• Does the designed process work?  
• What works?  
• What does not and what could have been 
improved?    
3.3.5 RE-ITERATE IN VARIOUS WAYS 
(OPTIONAL) 
The iterative/flexible process is to utilize the 
best information to support the decisions 
underway. This step provides a chance for the 
participants to validate the designed 
framework. This phase intends ultimately to 
improve the quality and functionality of the 
design. The iterative decision design is 
developed in cycles;  
First, the creation of the decision-making 
process based on a structured design 
methodology. Afterwards, the participants test 
this initial decision-making process. 
Encountered difficulties are supposed to be 
noted and analysed based on how the design 
process reacts, and after that, the design would 
be refined to eliminate captured issues.  
The perfect goal is to repeat this cycle, until all 
design criteria are met by the final prototype. 
The scope of this thesis only allows time for 
one single iteration, which we will discuss in 
subsequent paragraphs.   
3.4 HOW TO DETERMINE THE 
DECISION-MAKING REQUIREMENTS 
The appropriate requirements for decision-
making process are deduced via a literature 
study, by screening abstracts of articles. These 
requirements aim to support the 
accomplishment of the design criteria. 
Participants with managerial decision-making 
experience will select the most important 
requirements, after listing the decision-making 
requirements through the literature study. 
Each participant fills out a worksheet 
indicating his/ her most important 
requirements. It is important to take the 
decision unambiguously, whether it will meet 
the design criteria or not.   
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3.5  DECISION PROCEDURES 
FRAMEWORK 
Simon (1960) points out that decision-making 
comprises three principal phases:  
• Finding occasions for making a decision 
• Finding possible course of action  
• Choosing among these courses of action 
Frank Harrison (1996) describes the 
components of the decision-making process: 
• Setting managerial objectives: Decision-making 
starts with the setting of objectives 
• Searching for alternatives: Search for relevant 
information, which deliver a set of alternatives 
likely to fulfil the objectives 
• Comparing and evaluating alternatives: The 
alternatives are evaluated using criteria derived 
from the objective  
In the decision-making process, there is a 
moment of choice among a set of alternatives. 
The process starts with the setting of objectives, 
the execution of which invariably requires a 
search for information from which to develop 
a set of alternatives. These alternatives need to 
be compared and evaluated using suitable 
criteria; and the alternative which gives 
greatest promise of achieving the objective, 
need to be chosen. This requires a multiple 
criteria decision-making method. 
3.5.1 MULTI-CRITERIA DECISION-
MAKING METHOD 
The managerial decision-making process 
contains various elements such as 
psychological, cognitive, and normative means. 
Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) method 
works on priority theory. AHP supports 
pairwise comparison of all available 
alternatives and ranking them accordingly. 
The multi-criteria decision-making instrument 
AHP is one of the components in the designed 
method. It helps organizations to structure and 
solve decisions involving multiple criteria and 
supports decision makers in their preferences 
to differentiate between solutions.  
“A theory of measurement through pairwise 
comparisons [that] relies on the judgments of 
experts to derive priority scales” (Saaty, 2008).  
 
AHP is one of the most popular multi-criteria 
decision-making methods. The pairwise 
comparisons allow decision makers to weight 
coefficients and compare alternatives with 
relative ease. Psychologists claim that it is less 
complex and more accurate to express one's 
opinion on only two alternatives than 
simultaneously on all the alternatives. It also 
allows consistency and cross checking between 
the different pairwise comparisons. It is 
scalable, and can easily adjust in size to 
accommodate decision-making problems due 
to its hierarchical structure. AHP’s ability to 
handle larger problems makes it ideal in 
handling issues that compare performance 
among alternatives (M.Velasquez, 2013). Lai 
(1995) proved that AHP techniques resulted in 
a consistent preference structure. AHP is 
suitable for this thesis for a number of reasons 
(M.Velasquez, 2013): 
• Easy to use  
• Scalable functionality  
• Hierarchy structure; does not require much data 
 Several firms supply software to assist in 
using the AHP method. The AHP process 
requires software, facilitators, participants and 
data collection.  
3.5.1.1 AHP SOFTWARE 
AHP software supports hierarchical models, 
pairwise comparison, numeric and verbal 
scales, consistency analysis and provides 
performance measures. Belton and Stewart 
(2002) stated that a good supporting software 
is essential for the effective conduct of multi-
criteria decision-making in practice. In this 
way, the facilitators and the decision makers 
are free from the technical implementation 
details, and are able to focus on the 
fundamental value judgments and choices.  
Although it is possible to set up macros in a 
spreadsheet to achieve this, it is more 
convenient to make use of specially designed 
software. The AHP software supports working 
directly with decision makers in a visual and 
interactive way in order to facilitate 
communication about the problem and the 
evaluation results. It also has effective visual 
functionalities to reflect the information 
provided back to the decision-makers, for 
example by using a graphical view of an 
aggregated evaluation result. Thus these visual 
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tools can help to create understanding of the 
essence of the issues. Based on the above we 
can conclude that AHP software is convenient 
to apply the AHP method in the designed 
process.  
3.5.1.2 FACILITATOR 
Strategic decision-making is usually politically 
sensitive, and it is worth having a facilitator, 
who facilitates the process and the AHP 
software. The facilitator has no decision-
making authority and s/he helps the group 
improve the way they identify and solve 
problems, and make decisions. S/he also 
explains the designed method, the objective of 
the design and how the AHP software works. 
The facilitator helps during the workshop in 
both content and process.  
3.3.1.3 PARTICIPANTS 
The decision-making process starts with the 
identification of the decision makers to reduce 
possible disagreement about problem 
definition, requirements, goals, and criteria 
(Baker et al., 2001). The participants define and 
agree on priorities and convert them into 
weighted criteria. They take a decision based 
on the designed method and use the AHP 
software to evaluate the alternatives to make a 
decision. They also vote in real-time and try to 
reach consensus.  
 3.5.1.4 DATA COLLECTION 
The data collection step starts before the test of 
the prototype. The required data depends on 
the decision to be taken to test the designed 
process. The participants weight the data, 
which present the criteria and sub-criteria in 
the AHP software. They also vote in real-time. 
Participant’s votes will be presented on screen 
in real time, allowing discussion of 
disagreements. 
3.6 THE EXPERIMENT  
After conducting the design-cycle test via an 
experiment (test/evaluate prototype), the 
results of the experiment form the basis for 
making decisions based on the new design. 
From the conducted literature review, it 
appears that there is not much experience with 
this type of decision-making process. In this 
thesis, it is extremely helpful to practice the 
decision-making process via an experiment. 
The experiment contains the following steps: 
• Presenting the design framework objective 
• Predicting the outcome 
• Setting up the experiment  
3.6.1 PRESENTING THE DESIGN 
FRAMEWORK OBJECTIVE  
The objective of the design is as follows: 
• Create a design that streamlines the decision-
making process to avoid frustrations in such a 
process due the excessive time taken, and the 
possible ambiguity around strategic decisions 
• Ensure that the decision makers have more 
understanding, knowledge, and confidence to 
make decisions that are good for their 
organisation 
• Avoid the drawbacks and pitfalls discovered in 
literature review 
3.6.2 PREDICTING DESIGN 
FRAMEWORK OUTCOME  
The framework aims to structure management 
prioritizations in an objective way. It provides 
a sustainable transparent decision-making 
process, and reduces various biases. It also 
offers a clear and understandable process. 
3.6.3 SETTING UP THE EXPERIMENT 
The experiment is the process that will result 
in executing the designed framework. 
Experimental results knowledge is not possible 
in advance. We want to know if the structured 
design methodology works. In order to meet 
the design criteria objectives, a specific order of 
steps will be followed. Furthermore, planning 
the experiment is very important in order to 
ensure the availability of the correct data and 
sufficient sample size, to answer the research 
questions of interest as clearly and efficiently 
as possible.  
The following steps need to be performed:  
1. Define population 
2. Determine the need for sampling 
3. Determine the decision-making requirements 
4. Complete the prototype design 
5. Collect required data  
6. Data analysis 
7. Operationalize the decision-making 
requirements 
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8. Define the experimental design 
3.6.3.1 DEFINE POPULATION 
This experiment population is a collection of 
individuals who have similar characteristics. It 
is important to define the population, 
including a description of the participants. The 
designated population is one of the bases on 
which to examine the structured design 
methodology.  
3.6.3.2 DETERMINE THE NEED FOR 
SAMPLING  
Calculating the correct sample size is crucial to 
gain accurate information. The confidence 
level of the data collection method depends on 
the number of responses; therefore, it is 
important to determine the population of 
interest sample size required. The selection of 
participants for this study is based on 
participants that are involved in decision-
making processes within the organization. 
Based on that, the final survey sample for this 
study was purposive to ensure that the sample 
chosen represented particular characteristics of 
the population that are of interest. The sample 
includes people at different managerial levels 
(operational, tactic and strategical). The initial 
aim was to include persons in high senior 
management level, not just those in middle 
management. The snowballing sampling 
strategy engaged additional participants in the 
study based on recommendations and referral 
of other members. The sample for the second 
phase (prototype testing) of this study 
depended on voluntary participation. The 
sample for the survey consists of 15 
participants and the sample for the prototype 
testing consists of three senior directors in 
senior management.  
3.6.3.3 DETERMINE THE DECISION-
MAKING REQUIREMENTS 
The thesis aims to minimize effects on 
decision-making of subjectivity and bias 
covering the start-up phase of setting up a new 
shared services centre. In order to reach that 
goal a structured design methodology is 
developed. This design must meet certain 
conditions to reach the objective of the thesis. 
The designed method must meet the following 
criteria: 
• Confirm decision makers’ understanding 
• Increase transparency and confidence 
• Minimize various subjective biases  
• Simplify information gathering and analysis 
required  
• Streamline strategic management decision 
process 
• Structure management prioritization in an 
objective way 
The design criteria must be applied to the 
decision-making process in order to validate 
them against the performance of the solution 
in the evaluation phase. A literature review 
and exploration of relevant publications is the 
basis for determining the structured decision-
making process requirements. Those 
requirements describe which decision-making 
process circumstances are required to achieve 
the criteria of the designed method. 
3.6.3.4 COMPLETE PROTOTYPE DESIGN 
The use of a prototype is aimed to move the 
design process forward through improving the 
understanding of the problem, identifying 
missing requirements, evaluating design 
objectives and receiving feedback from the 
participates. The designed managerial 
decision-making process prototype must be 
complete and founded on concrete model and 
approximations. Additionally, it should 
include the decision-making process 
requirements. 
3.6.3.5 COLLECT REQUIRED DATA 
The decision-making requirements are needed 
in order to validate them against the 
performance of the solution during the 
experiment. All relevant data that is relevant to 
make the decision (criteria, sub criteria, and 
alternatives) must be known and available to 
the decision makers. Below is the list of the 
data methods used to meet the experiment 
needs: 
• Literature review 
• In-depth interviews 
• Questionnaire 
Conducting a literature review and exploring 
relevant publications are the bases for 
determining the decision-making process 
requirements. The use of a bibliographic 
databases results in twenty-one requirements. 
39 | P a g e  
 
The online databases filter helps to find 
relevant articles based on the following steps: 
• A clear and well-considered search definition of 
the filter guide to its construction 
• Further iterations using a range of databases 
supports sensitivity and precision balance 
achievement 
The in-depth interviews were conducted with 
several managers at senior management level. 
They have wide experience in managerial 
decision-making for setting up a shared 
services centre. Questions for the structured 
interviews will be based on the thesis 
questions that specifically explore: 
• What are the main process management issues 
of implementing a shared services centre? 
• What are the main issues and problems that 
may hinder the potential benefits of a shared 
services centre? 
• How do we streamline the decision-making 
process to avoid frustrations and exasperations 
in such a process due to the excessive time taken 
to make such decisions? 
• What do decision makers need to have more 
understanding, knowledge, and confidence to 
make decisions that are good in a major 
initiative such as starting up a shared services 
centre?  
• What information is required to make such 
decisions clearer and easier? 
The interviews will not be tape-recorded due 
the sensitivity of the information provided. 
The aim of the interviews is to identify 
managerial perceptions and practices in 
decisions such as starting up a shared services 
centre. It is necessary to gain a deeper 
understanding of the nature of managerial 
involvement in such decisions.  
The questionnaire is a survey that will be sent 
out to the participants, questions concerning 
developing an objective managerial decision-
making framework that supports the following 
characterises: 
• Ability to structure management prioritizations 
in an objective way 
• Sustainable decision-making process 
• Reducing various biases 
• Provide a transparent understandable process 
The survey aims to identify the most important 
decision-making requirements, which will be 
used to validate the designed decision-making 
process. The survey results will be quantifiable, 
with only a small number of sensitizing 
responses, which will lead to a deeper 
understanding. 
3.6.3.6 DATA ANALYSIS 
The input from the in-depth interviews is part 
of the thesis; two of the interviewers are 
involved in the whole study from the 
beginning, including the experimental 
workshop. The literature review outcome is 
part of the questionnaire that represents the 
survey. The result of the survey focusses on 
the most important decision-making 
requirements. The most selected requirements 
will be the basis that is useful to test the new 
decision-making process.  
3.6.3.7 OPERATIONALIZATION OF 
DECISION-MAKING REQUIREMENTS 
Operationalization is the process of defining 
the measurement of the designed process 
variables that are not directly measurable. The 
variables are the decision-making 
requirements. The operationalization of the 
requirements is necessary to validate them 
against the performance of the designed 
solution. The given operationalization should 
provide an appropriate performance metric for 
the designed process validity. The 
psychometric Likert scale can be used to 
measure whether the decision-making 
requirements were met or not. The participants 
use the rating scale to indicate which 
requirements are accomplished and which 
requirements need further attention. This will 
take place during the test phase of the 
developed managerial decision-making 
process. 
3.6.3.8 DEFINE THE EXPERIMENTAL 
DESIGN  
A clear definition of the experiment details is 
necessary to ensure the results’ usefulness. The 
data collection and analysis will provide the 
maximum amount of information that is 
relevant to the decision-making process 
objective by using the available resources most 
efficiently.  
3.7 VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY 
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The terms validity and reliability are 
applicable in traditional research 
methodologies. The validity in this thesis 
concerns the development of the decision-
making method, operationalization of design 
criteria and their use in the evaluation stage. In 
essence, the use of design-making process 
requirements should guarantee that the thesis 
accomplishes the predefined design criteria. 
Reliability concerns the clarity and 
completeness of documenting the entire design 
process, in order to be able to replicate the 
same cycle with confidence.  
3.8 RESEARCH STRATEGY 
This design research aims to observe and 
analyse the possibility of developing a 
managerial decision-making process based on 
an industrial engineering structured design 
methodology. This thesis employs a ‘satisfying’ 
approach as a research strategy that satisfies 
the following claim: “If it works, our claims 
must be true.” 
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4. DECISION-MAKING EXECUTION 
PHASE 
4.1 INTRODUCTION  
This chapter describes in detail the execution 
of the designed process. The goal is to have 
one design-cycle dry run that harvests a decent 
process. The following activities represent the 
structured design execution phases: 
Table 6: Execution phase activities  
Execution phases/ activities 
Set design objectives 
- Define the structured design objective 
Determine design requirements  
Identify decision-making process requirements 
- Select survey and experiment participants 
- Survey send-out (requirements identified during 
literature review) 
- Collect and analyse survey results 
- Rank identified requirements 
Develop prototype decision-making process 
- Design prototype 
- Setup an experiment case  
- Choose AHP software 
- Define workshop procedures 
- Set up decision-making conditions  
Test/ evaluate prototype 
Test the designed methodology  
- Outcome evaluation (evaluations forms) 
- Operationalization 
Reiterate in various ways (optional) 
- Based on the outcome of the first dry-run will 
be decided if reiteration is required 
4.2  DEFINE THE STRCUTURED 
DESIGN OBJECTIVE 
The objective is to design a new decision-
making process based on a structured design 
methodology that supports starting up a 
shared services centre and provide a 
sustainable transparent process that can arrive 
at tangible objective decisions. The design 
process focuses on structuring management 
prioritizations in an objective way and 
reducing various subjective biases.  
4.3  IDENTIFY DECISION-MAKING 
PROCESS REQUIREMENTS 
The literature review identified the decision-
making process requirements that support the 
design requirements to arrive at more tangible, 
rational, and strategic decision to start a shared 
services centre. Table 7 contains the list of the 
identified requirements.  
Table 7: Requirements identified through literature 
review 
Requirements/ description 
Bearings on the future 
The consequences of decisions are born in the 
future, not the past. To be relevant to a decision, 
cost or benefit information must involve a future 
event (Tidewater Community College (TCC) 
strategic plan, 2000) 
Complete 
A well-defined set of objectives includes 
“everything that matters” in making the decision. 
Take the range of alternatives under consideration 
(Monica Bobrowski, Martina Marré, Daniel 
Yankelevich, 1999). 
Concise  
The set of objectives should describe all-important 
consequences with no redundancy (Monica 
Bobrowski, Martina Marré, Daniel Yankelevich, 
1999). 
Eliminate alternatives 
 Identify feasible options keeping in view 
authority, resources, and abilities. Eliminate all 
alternatives that do not meet a given criterion (Dr 
David Douglas, 2009).  
Exercising sound judgment  
Decision-making processes, whether formal or 
not, need to leverage the strengths of human 
intuition. Data does not run companies; people 
do. Search for the truth, avoiding as much as 
possible deformations of reality caused by 
personal prejudices or desires. Sound judgment 
represents an objective evaluation of the facts. 
Managers must be careful to ensure their 
emotions, assumptions, expectations, opinions 
and personal biases do not affect their objectivity 
(Domènec Melé, 2010). 
Explicit about uncertainty 
Have the information about alternatives and 
future events, which are currently incomplete 
(Environmental Decisions in the Face of 
Uncertainty ISBN: 978-0-309-13034-9). 
Flexibility/ independence  
The extent to which decision makers are open to 
new ideas, information sources, and roles. 
Decision-making must be free of the control of a 
political bias and pressure (Mark P. Sharfman and 
James W. Dean JR, 1997). 
High-quality data  
The better the data, the less time is required to 
spend debating the data quality rather than 
making relevant decisions (Data Quality and Its 
Impacts on Decision-Making: How Managers Can 
Benefit from Good Data. Christoph Samitsch, 2015). 
42 | P a g e  
 
Measurable  
Objectives themselves do not need to be 
measurable, but they do need to be conceptually 
clear enough to support defining measurement or 
evaluation criteria at a later stage (Abubakar 
Allumi Nura, Nor Hasni Osman, 2012). 
No bounded  rationality  
Managers have time and ability to process 
complex information, enabling them to make 
decisions without relying on limited information 
(Reinhard Selten, 1999). 
Increase objectivity 
Use objective data by using operations research 
techniques (sophisticated statistical analysis and 
mathematical modelling) (Monica Bobrowski, 
Martina Marré, Daniel Yankelevich, 1999). 
Operational  
Put actions into practice within the constraints of 
available planning (data, expert judgments, 
budgets, and timelines). Implementing the 
decision-making process means transforming 
from an abstraction into an operational reality (E. 
Frank Harrison, 1996). 
Practical rationality 
Process information in appropriate way through 
reasoning leading to action, rather than being 
subjective or focusing on aprioristic principles. 
Instrumental rationality seeks to make business 
operations profitable; practical rationality pursues 
answers about ethics, and more specifically, about 
how people involved in such operations can grow 
as human beings (Domènec Melé, 2010). 
Ranking and rating  
Ranking is necessary to have a structured process 
of placing options in order of preference and 
rating is the total score against pre-selecting 
criteria (How To Making Decisions D. Juniper, J. 
Simon, B. W. Taylor, 2006 ISBN: 9788172249359). 
Satisfying  
Decision maker able to choose solution 
alternatives that satisfy minimum decision criteria 
(How To Making Decisions D. Juniper, J. Simon, 
B. W. Taylor, 2006 ISBN: 9788172249359). 
Seeking advice from competent people 
 It is reasonable to seek advice from people who 
are both prudent and expert in the matter of the 
action in order to benefit from their experience 
and good judgement (Domènec Melé, 2010). 
Trust at team level  
Trusting relationships may allow teams to more 
openly challenge others’ perspectives without fear 
of ridicule or retribution. Competence-based trust 
will moderate the positive effects of cognitive 
diversity on task conflict (Serva, Fuller, & Mayer, 
2005). 
Unambiguous/ Understandable 
Clear, accurate and widely recognized and can be 
interpreted easily by different stakeholders. Keep 
it simple, use just the things that matter and the 
direction it should move in. Use commonly 
understood terms rather than scientific jargon. 
Communicating consequences must be 
understood clearly and consistently by different 
stakeholders (Oak Ridge Institute for Science and 
Education Monica Bobrowski, Martina Marré, 
Daniel Yankelevich, 1999). 
Sustainability  
The capacity to maintain the decision-making 
process indefinitely (Jordi Cabot, Steve 
Easterbrook, Jennifer Horkoff, Jose-Norberto 




Intuitive decision-making is far more than using 
common sense because it involves additional 
sensors to perceive and be aware of information 
from outside (Marta Sinclair, Neal M. Ashkanasy, 
2005). 
Risk versus benefits 
Seeks to quantify the risk and benefits and hence 
their ratio (One Survey participant added this 
requirement). 
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4.4  SELECT SURVEY AND 
EXPERIMENT PARTICIPANTS  
During the design phase, a decision needs to 
take place to decide who is, preferably, a good 
fit to provide the information needed. This 
phase requires two groups. The first focus 
group aims to identify the most important 
decision-making process requirements listed in 
table 7 and the second group will participate in 
the experiment to test the designed process 
and evaluate the outcome of the decision-
making process. The first group consist of 15 
participants in different departments. They are 
involved in their daily jobs with decision-
making on different levels. The second group 
consists of a few individuals with managerial 
decision-making experience. These individuals 
report directly to senior management level and 
they could convincingly play the senior 
director role. These participants would best be 
able to provide the input required and fit to 
the experiment. They have similar 
characteristics and have managerial decision-
making experience in common. Each of them 
manages a different department.   
4.4.1 METHOD OF SELECTION 
(SAMPLING)  
The experiment requires individuals with 
power and authority, who actually make 
strategic decisions in real life, such as senior 
executive board members (CEO, CFO). Those 
individuals are hard to reach to participate in 
the experiment because of their busy agenda. 
The alternative is to select participants, who 
would best be able to provide the information 
required and fit to the experiment. Sampling is 
one of the common methods for selecting 
participants for focus groups. This means that 
the facilitator selects those members of the 
community who s/he thinks will provide the 
best information. It is not a random selection; 
the purposive sampling helps in selecting the 
participants who are involved in strategic 
decisions (Smith and Morrow, 1991). The main 
goal of purposive sampling in this study is to 
focus on particular characteristics of the 
population that are of interest, which will best 
enable testing and evaluating the decision-
making process framework. 
 
4.4.2 CONTACT THE PARTICIPANTS 
Participants run and test the designed 
framework. The process requirements are 
intended to reflect the design objectives 
previously agreed and reduce decision-makers’ 
biases. The developed method needs to deliver 
a transparent and understandable decision 
process. The survey focus groups come from 
three different managerial levels: strategic, 
tactical, and operational. The 15 participants 
involved are grouped in the three different 
managerial levels. Each level contains five 
participants. This is to ensure having equal 
number of members per group. The survey 
sample size is not big due the difficulty of 
finding individuals at the same organization, 
who would best be able to provide the 
information required and fit to the experiment. 
The selected participants ensure that the 
sample chosen represents the required profile 
criteria.  
The reason for involving participants from 
three different levels of management is that 
managers at all levels must take decisions. The 
difference between decisions at various levels 
lies in the scope of the choices made. Long-
term decisions affecting the company as a 
whole belong to the highest management 
levels, while decisions affecting day-to-day 
operations fall to lower line management. The 
participants receive an email invitation to fill 
out the survey. The two groups of participants 
are clustered as follow: 
• First focus group selects the most important 
structured management decision-making 
process requirements 
• Second focus group executes the experiment, 
tests the decision-making framework, and 
evaluates the outcome 
4.4.3 SURVEY SEND-OUT 
The participants fill out a questionnaire in a 
survey, sent by email, with questions 
concerning developing an objective managerial 
decision-making framework that supports the 
design criteria. The email sets out the purpose 
and benefit of the survey. It indicates how long 
the survey will take. The email also includes a 
deadline for survey completion and 
instructions for accessing the survey. 
Participants need to choose five out 21 listed 
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requirements based on their knowledge and 
work experience in making decisions.  
Table 8: Decision-making requirements identified 
through literature review 
Decision-making requirements list 
1. Bearing on the future 
2. Ranking and rating 
3. Measurable 
4. Satisfying 
5. Seeking advice from competent people 
6. Trust at team level 
7. No bonded rationality 
8. Objectivity 
9. Operational 
10. Practical rationality 
11. Risk versus benefits 
12. High-quality data 
13. Complete  
14. Concise 
15. Eliminate alternatives  
16. Exercising sound judgment 
17. Explicit about uncertainty 
18. Flexibility/independence 
19. Unambiguous/Understandable 
20. Sustainability based 
21. Intuition  
4.4.4 COLLECT AND ANALYSE 
SURVEY RESULTS  
The decision-making process requirements 
should meet the following standards (Baker et 
al., 2001): 
• Able to discriminate among the alternatives 
• Support the comparison 
• Requirements are operational and meaningful 
• Requirements are non-redundant 
• The fewer requirements the better 
The respondent’s results indicate the seven 
most selected requirements out of 21 
requirements across the 15 participants (three 
different managerial levels; strategic, tactical, 
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Figure 6: Survey results Top management  
The respondents in the top management group are individuals 
who have the day-to-day responsibilities of managing the 
corporation. They are involved in strategic decision-making that 










































Figure 7: Survey results middle management  
Middle management level participants determine the future vision of 
the business; they perform the actual steps required to achieve that 




























Figure 8: Survey results operational management  
Operational managers regulate the day-to-day output relative to 




























Top management requirements survey results 
Bearing on the future/ Complete 
Exercising sound judgment/ High-quality data 
Measurable / Ranking and rating 
Satisficing/ Seeking advice from competent people/ Unambiguous/ 
Understandable 
 
(Blue coloured text indicates requirements were most selected per group) 
Middle management requirements survey results 
Bearing on the future/ Complete/ Concise 
Eliminate alternatives / Exercising sound judgment 
Explicit about uncertainty/ High-quality data 
Measurable / Objectivity/ Practical rationality 
Seeking advice from competent people 
Trust at team level/ Unambiguous/ Understandable 
Intuition/ Risk versus benefits  
 Operational management requirements survey results 
Bearing on the future/ Complete/ Concise 
Eliminate alternatives / Exercising sound judgment 
Explicit about uncertainty/ Flexibility/ independence 
High-quality data/ Objectivity/ Operational 
Practical rationality/ Ranking and rating 
Satisficing/ Seeking advice from competent people 
Unambiguous/ Understandable/ Sustainability based 
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 4.4.5 RANK IDENTIFIED 
REQUIREMENTS  
The survey results present the seven most 
selected decision-making process requirements 
across the three different target groups of 15 
participants. Below are the listed requirements:   
• Unambiguous/ Understandable 
• Practical rationality 
• Exercising sound judgment 
• High-quality data 
• Complete/ Concise 
• Bearing on the future 
• Seeking advice from competent people 
    
Figure 9: Most selected requirements (7 out of 21)   
 4.5  DESIGN PROTOTYPE  
The use of a prototype helps in moving the 
design process forward through improving the 
understanding of the problem, identifying the 
missing requirements, evaluating design 
objectives, and receiving feedback from the 
experiment participants. The managerial 
decision-making process prototype contains 
preparation and execution steps. The 
preparation phase contains more steps and is 
considered an essential part of the execution 






1. Define objective 2. Identify requirements 3. Select participants
15. Explain procedures
4. Send Survey 5. Collect data
6. Analyse dataChoose AHP software 7. Rank requirements
9. Collect test case 
data
10. Configure AHP 
software
11. Run pre-test 12. Inform participants 13. Participants preparations 14. Invite participants
16. Run the workshop17. Final decision18. Evaluate process
19. Collect feedback 20. Fill evaluation forms
  
Figure 10: Managerial decision-making process prototype   
The table below describes each step of the 
preparation phase: 
Table 9: Prototype steps description (preparation phase)     
Preparation steps/ description     
Define objective  
Design a managerial decision-making process based 
on existing theory that aims to provide a 
sustainable transparent process. 
Identify requirements 
Literature review: exploring different relevant 
publications. 
Interview: In-depth interviews to validate the 
selected requirements and gather input from 
experienced decision-makers.  
Questionnaire: 15 participants were requested to 
choose 7 out of 21 most relevant requirements to 
test the managerial decision-making framework 
based on their decision-making knowledge and 
work experience. 
Select participants  
Involve participants, who would best be able to 
provide the information required and fit to the 
experiment. 
Send survey 
The survey is sent out to the participants with 
questions concerning developing an objective 
managerial decision-making framework. 
Collect data  
List survey outcomes received via the email 
response of each participant. 
Analyse data  
The result of the survey focusses on the most 
selected requirements. 
Rank requirements  
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The outcome of the survey presents top seven most 
selected decision-making requirements. 
 
Choose AHP software  
AHP software is an enabler to support the 
execution of conducting a multi criteria decision-
making process. 
Collect test case data  
Data is required to present each alternative 
criterion and sub-criterion defined. 
Configure AHP software  
The AHP software setup is based the AHP tree 
(Goal, Criteria, and Alternatives). The facilitator 
enters the data collected in the AHP tool. 
Run pre-test  
The facilitator runs a pre-test to ensure that the 
AHP software operates as expected and resolves 
any possible issues. 
Inform participants 
Notify participants about the workshop (objective, 
location, and time), their role in the workshop. 
Participants preparations  
Participants read the case for starting up a shared 
services centre and read work instructions on how 
to use the AHP software. 
Invite participants  
Participants receive an invite for the workshop and 
confirm their participation. 
 
Table 8: Prototype steps description (execution phase) 
  
  Execution steps/ description   
Explain procedures  
Participants receive from the facilitator the 
procedures they will apply during the workshop. 
Run the workshop  
During the test of the designed process, the 
participants weight criteria among the existing 
alternatives, vote and try to reach consensus in the 
decision-making process using the AHP method. 
The AHP software generates a weight for each 
evaluation criterion according to the decision 
maker’s pairwise comparisons of the criteria. The 
higher the weight, the more important the 
corresponding criterion. 
Final decision  
Participants take the final decision to select a 
location to start up a new shared services centre. 
Evaluate process 
The facilitator evaluates and discusses the decision-
making process design criteria and the outcome of 
the experiment with the participants. 
Collect feedback  
The facilitator collects feedback from the 
participants. 
 
Fill evaluation forms  
The facilitator asks the participants to fill out the 
evaluation forms for each decision-making 
requirement applied to test the designed process. 
4.5.1 SETUP AN EXPERIMENT CASE  
4.5.1.1 CHOOSE AHP SOFTWARE 
No particular effort has been made to select the 
“best” software given the temporary nature of 
the experiment. The goal of the experiment is 
not to test the best suitable AHP software. 
Basic ad-hoc AHP management features such 
as easy-handling, low-cost availability, 
consistency check, and useful documentation 
are critical minimum requirements to choose 
the software. There are numerous different 
decision-making softwares available on the 
Internet (Institute for Operations Research and 
the Management Sciences, 2014). The list 
below presents several decision-making 
applications supporting the AHP method: 
• TransparentChoice  
• Make it rational 
• Expert Choice 
• Super Decisions 
• Priority Estimation Tool 
The Institute for Operations Research decision 
analysis survey shows that TransparentChoice 
software has the software features required 
and contains the AHP decision algorithms. 
This software will support the AHP method 
during the test phase. Participants enter the 
criteria priorities measurement derived from 
the judgments of the decision-makers into the 
software. Inconsistency may appear while 
entering the data in TransparentChoice 
software because of mistakes such as simple 
lack of concentration. Human mistakes 
increase the chance of error when entering 
different comparisons into the software. The 
software evaluates the consistency in real-time, 
so if A>B>C then C cannot be greater than A. 
The lack of knowledge of how to use 
TransparentChoice software can also causes 
inconsistent comparisons. In order to have a 
low irregularity ratio it is important to avoid 
having more than nine elements to compare. It 
is easier to be consistent using a smaller set of 
comparisons. In addition, it is recommended 
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not to compare elements that are extremely 
different in priority/weight as this requires 
additional time to eliminate contradictions. 
4.5.1.2 IDENTIFY REQUIRED STEPS 
The first step is to deconstruct the experiment 
decision question into three parts. Simply put, 
this structure holds a goal on top level, criteria 
and sub-criteria at the intermediate levels, 
while the lowest level contains the available 
options. The experiment decision criteria are 
not equally valued and hence each of the 
criteria receives a weighting factor in order to 
reflect the priorities. AHP starts by choosing 
three main evaluation criteria groups, then, it 
extends the main criteria into sub criteria. The 
evaluation begins with ranking criteria based 
on their importance level through alternatives 
pairwise comparison. The goal is to select a 
new location to start-up a new shared services 
centre. The following steps are required for the 
execution of the experiment through the 
decision-making process: 
1. Define goal: The goal is to choose a location to 
start-up a shared services centre. Location is an 
important aspect of the success of a shared services 
centre. The shared services centre must be cost-
efficient, and a mixture of high-quality and 
specialized talent is required to operate the shared 
services centre.  
2. Define criteria: Decide location criteria in the 
first stage. It is the starting point to collect data for 
those criteria. Sort and group information under 
each criterion for later evaluation. 
3. Define sub criteria of main criteria for the 
location selection: Define sub criteria under each 
main criterion. Sub criteria assist in more detailed 
weighing of main criteria. This generates a more 
comprehensive evaluation of the decision. 
4. Structure the AHP hierarchical model: This is 
the phase to construct the analytic hierarchical tree 
and to make preference judgments through pairwise 
comparisons. The hierarchical model has three 
levels from top down: the goal, the criteria, sub-
criteria, and location alternatives. 
5. Prioritize the order of criteria and sub criteria: 
Complete the calculative comparisons; this step will 
rank the criteria according to their preference 
values to give a better grasp of evaluation emphasis. 
6. Identify locations priority and selection: Last step 
is to rank the overall location based on the AHP 
software results and the overall weighted score for 
each location. Through ranking, the location with 
the best score can be chosen. It should present the 
suitable location as it should have a compelling 
performance level compared to other alternatives 
and satisfy the goals and objectives of the company. 
The four locations chosen for this experiment 
have managed to position themselves as cost-
attractive locations with good quality 
environments according to a recent report (The 
world's most competitive cities, 2013) 
Table 10: Decision goal, criteria, and alternatives    
AHP component/ data 
Goal  
Choose most ideal location to start-up a shared services 
centre   
Criteria, sub-criteria 
Costs (Operational costs, Real estate, infrastructure) 
People (Cultural adaptability, Education and language 
skills, Workforce) 
Environment (Economic macro data, Living 
Environment, Regulations) 
Alternatives  
Kuala Lumpur (Malaysia), Manchester (United 
Kingdom), Manila (Philippines), Prague (Czech 
Republic) 
4.5.1.3 DEFINE WORKSHOP 
PROCEDURES  
The participants receive an explanation from 
the facilitator about their role in the workshop. 
The procedures are as follow: 
• The facilitator models the problem as a hierarchy 
containing the decision goal, the alternatives for 
reaching it, and the criteria (sub-criteria) for 
evaluating the alternatives 
• The participants establish priorities among the 
elements of the hierarchy by making a series of 
judgments based on pairwise comparisons of the 
elements using the AHP tool, their scores are 
then brought together to discover where 
disagreements or misunderstandings are getting 
in the way of the decision  
• The participants synthesize these judgments to 
produce a set of overall priorities for the 
hierarchy 
• Voting differences can appear because of special 
knowledge, a simple mistake or even an attempt 
to inappropriately influence the decision 
• The process of building consensus is supported 
by the tool 
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• The facilitator explains how to avoid discussions 
about items for which consensus already exists, 
and by having very contained discussions where 
there is disagreement, the process can reduce the 
amount of time spent on a decision 
• The facilitator checks the consistency of the 
judgments using the AHP tool 
• The facilitator reviews the results based on the 
participants voting and present the weightings 
for each criterion  
• The participants come to a final decision based 
on the results of this process 
The participants should be able to make their 
own judgments and then the AHP software 
allows the team easily to identify areas of 
disagreement. The inconsistency rate needs to 
be low to increase the quality of decision-
making. AHP software continuously checks 
the consistency of entered data and warns if 
the inconsistency is too high.  
 Figure 11: Build consensus with participants by 
reviewing all group voting results  
4.5.1.4 SETUP DECISION-MAKING 
PROCESS CONDIATIONS 
The following conditions apply in selecting 
participants (decision-makers):  
• Each participant is selected via purposive 
sampling (focus on particular characteristics of 
the population that are of interest) 
• If a managerial decision-making process 
requires certain competencies, then the 
participants are expected to have at least those 
competencies  
• Each managerial decision-making process that is 
executed by the participants is performed via 
workshops organized for the decision-making 
process  
• Each managerial decision-making process 
results in one selected possible choice that is 
based on a reason and facts  
• The senior participant approves each selected 
possible choice and provides approval for the 
managerial decision-making process 
• The decision-making process uses the Analytic 
hierarchy process (AHP) technique 
The figure following illustrates the conditions 
(business rules) applied in the managerial 
decision-making process.  
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Figure 12: Managerial decision-making process business rules 
 4.6  TEST THE DESIGNED PROCESS 
The workshop started with an introduction 
about the objective: to design a new decision-
making mechanism. The facilitator presents 
and explains each phase in the structured 
design methodology. S/he presents the 
decision-making requirements survey results. 
The facilitator then describes the business case 
with the goal to take a decision to start-up a 
shared services centre in one of four possible 
locations. The participants follow the 
facilitator’s explanation regarding the AHP 
method, the criteria, sub-criteria and the 
possible alternatives.  
Participants in this experiment confirm their 
understanding and the execution can start 
using the AHP software to support the 
execution of the decision-making process. 
They weight the criteria and sub-criteria for all 
four available alternatives. The facilitator 
guides the participants through the workshop 
and assists the discussion by asking them to 
reach consensus in case of deviations in the 
weighting of criteria and sub-criteria.  
 
Figure 13: Collected votes with 14% inconsistency for 
education and language skills 
4.6.1 EXECUTE THE DESIGNED 
FRAMEWORK  
The facilitator guides the workshop and 
coordinates the process activities. During the 
workshop, participants discuss the results of 
voting. The goal is to reach a certain degree of 
consensus based on transparency, openness, 
and rationalism, all of which bring a higher-
quality decision and meet design criteria. At 
the beginning of the workshop, the facilitator 
explains the process, the objective of the 
experiment and provides a short demo to the 
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participants to explain how the AHP software 
works. The facilitator arranges the following 
preparations:  
• The proposed goal, criteria, sub-criteria and 
alternatives require an agreement upfront by the 
involved decision-makers 
• The teams involved are required to have access 
to the online TransparentChoice software in 
order to be able to provide their input 
• Facilitator collects data for the alternatives and 
the sub-criteria defined 
• Each team fills out the weight of each criteria, 
sub criteria in TransparentChoice 
• Facilitator monitors the inconsistency ratio 
(needs to be as low as possible) 
• Facilitator creates PowerPoint slide deck for the 
workshop 
• Participants fill out evaluation forms at the end 
of the workshop (operationalisation and 
collecting feedback) 
4.6.2 THE OUTCOME OF THE 
WORKSHOP 
The outcome of the workshop presents the 
feedback collected from the participants, 
reviews the results and looks forward to 
possible future improvements. According to 
the experiment participants, the designed 
decision-making process is able to streamline 
the decision process and avoid hindrances. 
Participants confirmed their common 
understanding and confidence in making the 
decision to start the new shared services centre 
in Kuala Lumpur (one of the four available 
alternatives). Information gathering and 
analysis required is confirmed to be clear.  
The table below reviews the feedback received 
from participants: 
Table 11. Feedback for the seven selected requirements   
Requirements/ participants feedback 
Unambiguous/ Understandable  
All participants experienced the collected data as 
clear, accurate, and understandable and they could 
interpret the designed process easily. 
Practical rationality  
Information processing executed in an appropriate 
way through reasoning leading to actions; there was 
no room for subjective choice or focusing on 
aprioristic principles. The participants experience 
applying the decision-making process as a rational 
transparent exercise. 
Exercising sound judgment  
During the decision-making workshop, the advantage 
of human intuition strengths played an important 
role. Decision-making in group form could reach high 
levels of consensus. There were moments where 
additional discussion was required because of the 
quality and factual base of the collected data or 
different opinions towards a few topics, but at the end 
the overall agreed sound judgment is reached. 
High-quality data 
The data collected gained the trust of the decision 
makers. There was additional time required which 
was spend on debating the data. For example, why is 
the crime rate in Malaysia high? The source of data is 
available, but further explanation was not available. 
Complete, Concise  
The facilitator took data correctness, completeness to 
establish a new shared services centre under 
consideration. The data set is complete for the criteria 
and sub-criteria of the four selected cities. The set of 
objectives shows that the all-important consequences 
have no redundancy. However, a few contradictions 
appear in the data collected. Data must be consistent 
and in case of deviation based on factual basis; a clear 
clarification is required to the decision-makers to 
avoid uncertainty in taking a firm decision. 
Bearing on the future 
It is quite difficult to take the consequences of 
decisions borne in the future into consideration 
during the decision-making process. Participants 
have no experience in measuring benefit in future 
events. 
Seeking advice from competent people 
It was not possible at that stage to seek advice from 
people who are both prudent and expert in the matter 
of the action in order to benefit from their experience 
and good judgement. The decision makers were fully 
relying on the input available and their own 
experience. The participants believe that it is 
challenging to build good intuition for future 
decisions; they prefer to have evidence in order to 
make wise judgments. 
4.7  OPERATIONALIZATION   
Validity of the operationalization translates a 
concept into a functioning and operating 
reality. The identified decision-making 
requirements need measurement in an 
operational assessment. Measurement takes 
place during the execution of the experiment 
by the participants that aims to develop the 
related measured operations. There are four 
possible broad categories of measurements 
(William M.K. Trochim, 2006).  
• Survey research includes the design and 
implementation of interviews and 
questionnaires (e.g., Likert- Scale) 
52 | P a g e  
 
• Scaling involves consideration of the major 
methods of developing and implementing a scale 
• Qualitative research provides an overview of the 
broad range of non-numerical measurement 
approaches 
• Unobtrusive measures present a variety of 
measurement methods that do not intrude on or 
interfere with the context of the research 
•  
The Likert scale is composed of a series of five 
Likert-type items combined into a single 
composite score during the data analysis 
process (H. N. Boone Jr and D. A. Boone, 2012). 
The reason for using the Likert scale is the 
simplicity and ease of usage (Neuman, 2000). 
The experiment participants provide open 
feedback at the end of the workshop on how 
they experience the executed design. The seven 
selected requirements were measured using 
the format of the five-point Likert item as 
follows:   
Poor - Fair – Good - Very good – Excellent 
The participants shared their input regarding 
how they experienced the designed 
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5. EVALUATION 
5.1  INTRODUCTION  
This chapter describes the evaluation phase of 
each design-cycle phase. The evaluation stage 
plays an important role in this thesis. The main 
reason for evaluation is to study the practical 
behaviour of the designed decision-making 
process. The operationalization of the 
identified design requirements will determine 
if the designed model works. In essence, the 
use of decision-making requirements should 
guarantee that the design criteria are 
accomplished. This chapter evaluates the 
clarity and completeness of documenting the 
entire design process in order to be able to 
replicate the same cycle with confidence. 
5.2 DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
The objective of the thesis is clear. It aims to 
design a new strategic managerial decision-
making process to minimize the detrimental 
effects of subjectivity and bias covering the 
start-up phase of implementing a new shared 
services centre. The experiment took place to 
test the designed process. It was required at 
the beginning of the experiment workshop to 
clarify for the participants the way that the 
designed process test would take place. It was 
apparently not clear enough which part 
exactly needs to be tested. Is it the process, the 
AHP software, or the identified literature 
requirements? The facilitator clearly answered 
the question using the slides prepared for the 
workshop and the workshop could start with 
the clear goal to test the designed strategic 
managerial decision-making process.  
5.3  DETERMINATION OF DESIGN 
CRITERIA  
This thesis presents decision-making process 
characterises, design criteria, objective of the 
design framework and decision-making 
process requirements.  
The new decision-making process aims to 
include the following characterises 
• Ability to structure management prioritizations 
in an objective way 
• Sustainable decision-making process 
• Reducing various biases 
• Provide a transparent understandable process 
The design criteria are as follow: 
• Confirm decision makers’ understanding 
• Increase transparency and confidence 
• Minimize various subjective biases  
• Simplify information gathering and analysis 
required  
• Streamline strategic management decision 
process 
• Structure management prioritization in an 
objective way 
The objective of the design framework is to: 
• Create a design that streamlines the decision-
making process to avoid frustrations in such a 
process due the excessive time taken, and the 
possible ambiguity around strategic decisions 
• Ensure that the decision makers have more 
understanding, knowledge, and confidence to 
make decisions that are good for their 
organisation 
• Avoid the drawbacks and pitfalls discovered in 
literature review 
The selected decision-making process 
requirements to meet the design objective are: 
1. Unambiguous/ Understandable 
2. Practical rationality 
3. Exercising sound judgment 
4. High-quality data 
5. Complete/Concise 
6. Bearing on the future 
7. Seeking advice from competent people  
Operationalization of design criteria was 
required to determine if the designed model 
works. This led to an extensive literature 
review, which identified a list of decision-
making process requirements that support the 
design criteria to arrive at more tangible, 
rational, and strategic decisions to start a 
shared services centre. The survey was 
conducted to select the most important 
decision-making requirements that were 
identified through the literature review. Those 
decision-making process requirements were 
applied in the decision-making process to 
determine if the designed model works.  
The selected requirements formed the basic 
principles, which are ultimately testing the 
designed managerial decision-making process. 
The experiment participants applied the 
requirements to test the outcome of the 
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decision-making process. In addition, the 
designed process was also validated based on 
the outcome of the whole experiment by 
asking the participants to share their 
experience of using the designed process. 
5.4 PROTOTYPE DECISION-
MAKING PROCESS  
The decision-making prototype covered all 
required steps to take a decision that is in line 
with the design requirements. The 
preparations took the required time to ensure a 
smooth dry run and meet all the experiment 
conditions. Developing the prototype is part of 
the design phase in this thesis. However, 
during the execution phase new steps 
appeared to be required in order to conduct 
the experiment. The configuration of the AHP 
software that was used during the experiment 
is added to the prototype preparation phase 
steps, so as to collect the required data to 
execute the experiment, such as the 
alternatives, criteria, and sub-criteria.   
5.5 TEST AND EVALUATION OF 
PROTOTYPE 
The decision-making process is executed based 
on the design methodology cycle phases, 
which were imbedded in the developed 
prototype. The test of the decision-making 
process via the developed prototype resulted 
in three outcomes: 
• The survey results 
• Participants feedback on the designed process 
• Designed process evaluation 
5.5.1 THE SURVEY RESULTS 
Survey results showed that all three different 
management levels consider the 
“unambiguous/understandable” requirement 
as most selected so most important. The other 
important consideration is that each 
management level opted for one particular 
important requirement: 
• Top management consider seeking advice from 
competent people as the most important 
requirement 
• Middle management nominate practical 
rationality as the key requirement  
• Operational management choose unambiguous 
/understandable 
This can be the result of the fact that each 
management level has a different role within 
the organization:  
Top management builds strategic plans with a 
high-level overview of the entire business, its 
vision, objectives, and values. This plan is the 
foundational basis of the organization; it 
dictates decisions in the long-term. It is 
important for the top management team to 
surround themselves with competent people 
through delegation; they also develop their 
employees, which is crucial to the long-term 
stability of their organization, particularly in 
challenging economic periods.  
Middle management develops tactical plans 
that describe the strategies the organization 
intends to use to achieve the ambitions 
outlined in the strategic plan. The middle 
management team breaks down the broad 
ambition into smaller, actionable goals. The 
goals should be highly specific and have fixed 
deadlines. They need to act rationally to 
process information in appropriate ways 
through reasoning that leads to action.  
Operational management creates operational 
plans that describe the day-to-day running of 
the company. The operational plan drafts a 
roadmap to achieve the tactical goals within a 
realistic timeframe. Their work is highly 
specific, with an emphasis on short-term 
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Figure 13: Survey results of the seven most selected requirements  
 The numbers present how many times a 
requirement was selected per management 
level. Practical rationality (green line) appears 
as a line and not a triangle in the figure above 
because only middle and operational 
management selected it and hence there is no 






5.5.2 EXPERIMENT EVALUATION 
RESULTS 
The experiment results below reflect how the 
participants experienced the executed design 
model to determine if it works. The use of 
design criteria aims to show whether the thesis 
goal is accomplished. The graphic below 
represents the findings from the experiment 
evaluation forms. Based on the feedback 
collected from the experiment participants we 
can observe that the designed requirements 
were achieved.  
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     Figure 14: Experiment evaluation outcome   
Practical rationality scored the best rate among 
the other requirements followed by 
unambiguous/understandable, complete 
/concise, and exercising sound judgment. This 
means that the designed process does support 
processing information in appropriate way 
through reasoning leading to actions, rather 
than being subjective or focusing on aprioristic 
principles. Seeking advice from competent 
people, high-quality data, and bearing on the 
future gained good rates. Additionally, the 
participant’s recommendation was to make 
seeking advice from competent people 
possible during the decision-making and think 
about a way to predict data in future that can 
help decision-makers to facilitate future 
decision-making.    
5.5.3 DESIGNED PROCESS 
EVALUATION 
The experiment participants confirmed that 
the designed decision-making process works 
and reached the pre-defined design 
requirements. They confirmed their 
understanding of the process and they 
experienced it as transparent, with minimum 
subjective biases. The information gathering 
and analysis required was clear; however, they 
would prefer to be able to also validate 
information in real-time. They confirmed that 
they were able to structure management 
prioritization in an objective way. 
Despite the good outcome, there are still 
improvements which could enhance the use of 
the applied decision-making requirements to 
test the design. The improvements are as 
follow: 
Bearing on the future: Using predictive 
software allows the decision makers to process 
large volumes of data faster. The next logical 
step is to start predicting the impact of a few 
key decisions in the future. The future 
information could help decision makers 
identify, evaluate, and choose robust strategies 
in order for managers to anticipate future 
surprises. During the experiment, there was no 
use of predictive software and this is why this 
requirement scored lower than other 
requirements.  
Complete/Concise: There were some 
difficulties in gathering certain data to execute 
the experiment. Data related to the location for 
start-up of a shared services centre is required. 
It is recommended not to spend a long time to 
try to find all data, but instead, evaluate what 
is available, and check again the need for more 
data. It is possible to either gather missing data 
or replace it with a different set. For example, 
information about flexibility of office leasing 
terms in all four locations were difficult to 
gather. Data consistency check is required for 
any contradiction/discrepancies in the 
collected data (remove any if required). For 
example the sub-criteria living environment 
reports that the quality of life in Manila is 
ranked lower than the other three location 
(Quality of Life report,  2015), but health care is 
ranked higher than Prague and Kuala Lumpur. 





Seeking advice from competent people
High-quality data
Bearing on the future
Experiment results 
Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor
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Such contradictions need to be explained, 
clarified to ensure high confidence in the 
decision taken and the set of the data used to 
make the decision. 
Exercising sound judgment: Having higher 
quality of information increases the ability to 
weigh the evidence and come up with the right 
answer. It is important to support all decision-
makers who need to vote in the AHP software 
to enable them to rank the criteria, sub criteria, 
and understand any possible gap in case there 
are differences in criteria weighting. 
High-quality data: The quality of data 
increases when the purpose and context of 
data is clear. Originating data from one source 
reduces the chance of inconsistency and 
improves data quality. If missing data are 
important, keep searching for more. However, 
if data are not relevant, agree a search time 
window to find the data and avoid losing 
additional time by using imputed readings. 
The recommendation is to try using one source 
of data to avoid inconsistency and save time. 
Practical rationality: Seeking advice, 
experimenting, and getting feedback during 
the decision-making workshop improved the 
practical rationality of the group asking for the 
decision.  
Seeking advice from competent people: there is 
a need to have additional participants 
presented during the decision-making 
workshop with data content knowledge who 
can validate, collect and confirm the 
presented/ available data in real-time.  
Unambiguous/Understandable: The designed 
process is clear, accurate, and widely 
recognized and could be interpreted easily by 
the participants involved. Keeping it simple, 
using just the things that matter and clear 
direction should help in understanding the 
process. This resulted in clearly understood 
method and consistency by participants.  
Further, the participants asked the facilitator 
for help on how to focus on pairwise 
comparison and ignore the rest of the criteria 
and sub-criteria. The facilitator explains that all 
participants need to focus on pairwise 
comparison, as it is less complex and more 
accurate to express one's opinion on only two 
alternatives than simultaneously on all the 
alternatives. 
Office availability is a sub-criteria. Data sheet 
of the workshop presents office availability as 
criteria. Facilitator corrects the data excel sheet 
presenting the criteria and sub criteria ranking 
of all for locations. Excel sheet data presents 
the collected data during the preparation 
phase to support the participants in their 
voting. 
The facilitator helped a few times in explaining 
the data used to weight the criteria and sub-
criteria. This was required when there were 
differences between the team’s weighting or 
additional clarification was required.  
5.6  REITERATE IN VARIOUS WAYS 
(OPTIONAL) 
The outcome of the first dry is very promising. 
Due the limited time and the extensive 
preparations required to execute such an 
experiment, it was decided not to reiterate the 
current process in different ways. However, 
reiteration is desirable with extended number 
of participants with different backgrounds to 
take a different decision. It increases the 
validity of the designed process and identifies 
possible improvements. It also confirms 
whether this designed process is only 
applicable to take decisions on the shared 
services domain or it can also be applicable to 
work in other areas. Looking back to the 
identified decision requirements, we can 
assume that those requirements are not 
shared-services specific and can be adopted in 
other decisions as well.  
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6. CONCLUSIONS  
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
Given the fact that organizations continuously 
seek ways to differentiate themselves from 
their competitors, the ability to utilize the 
successful strategic managerial decision-
making process proposed in this thesis may 
aid the decision makers in outperforming their 
competitors. The use of the designed decision-
making process requires managers to take a 
more integrated and quantitative approach to 
decision making by not only following the 
steps in the managerial decision-making 
process, but also including the applied 
methodology. The proposed strategic 
managerial decision-making process suggests 
that decision makers should ensure the 
following aspects in their decisions: 
• Goals are clearly set and aligned with the 
organization’s mission 
• Acquire and allocate appropriate resources 
necessary to execute the decision 
This chapter presents the following aspects: 
• Empirical research questions 
• Structured decision-making process 
• Possible extension 
• Limitations 
• Suggestion for future research 
6.2  EMPIRICAL RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 
The empirical research took place in a 
multinational company. The experimental core 
focus, which guided this study, was the 
following:  
Did the developed structured design 
methodology achieve the expected results? 
Could the designed process minimize the 
detrimental effects of subjectivity and bias 
covering the start-up phase of setting up a new 
shared services centre? In addition, the thesis 
clarified the following empirical topics on 
shared services domain: 
• Main process management issues of 
implementing a shared services centre 
• Success and failure factors according to the 
literature 
• Main issues and problems that may hinder the 
potential benefits of a shared services centre 
The thesis also indicated that the designed 
decision-making process able to: 
• Streamline the decision-making process to avoid 
frustrations and exasperations  
• Ensure decision makers understanding, 
knowledge, and confidence to make decisions  
• Make information gathering and analysis 
required clearer and easier 
6.3  STRUCTURED DECISION-
MAKING PROCESS  
The designed conceptual framework offers the 
possibility to achieve a rational, transparent 
decision-making process. Based on the 
experiment results, it seems obvious that there 
is a need for an organised way to make 
decisions and collect information. Starting up a 
shared services centre was the main driver of 
developing the decision-making framework. 
The tested and evaluated decision-making 
framework achieved the following objectives:   
• Able to structured management prioritizations 
in an objective way 
• Reduced various biases 
• Provide a transparent and understandable 
decision process 
 The framework accomplished the decision-
making requirements.  
• Unambiguous/ Understandable  
• Practical rationality 
• Exercising sound judgment 
• High-quality data 
• Complete/Concise 
 The collected feedback clarified that two 
further requirements are also highly 
achievable with small additional preparations, 
namely: 
• Bearing on the future 
• Seeking advice from competent people 
Further research can study the possibility of 
taking the consequences of decisions born in 
the future into consideration during the 
decision-making process. It is necessary to 
have a clear set of measurement indicators that 
are useful to measure the benefit of future 
events. Seeking advice from people who are 
both prudent and expert in the matter of the 
action is significant in order to benefit from 
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their content knowledge. The decision makers 
were fully relying on the input provided by 
their teams and their own experience.  
AHP software did provide strength to the 
experiment execution. The execution of the 
structured design organized tangible and 
intangible factors in a systematic way, and also 
provided a structured yet relatively complex 
solution. In the designed process, a sub-set of 
criteria evaluates the various available 
alternatives.  
Validity determines whether research 
measures what it intended to measure and 
approximates the truthfulness of the results. 
Based on the participants’ evaluation input 
which was taken after the experiment, we can 
conclude that the experiment had satisfactory 
validity. Evaluation forms were used to test 
the validity of the aforementioned framework 
to evaluate the findings of the participants. The 
results (the outcomes of the evaluation forms) 
show that the validity is successful because the 
design requirements are achieved. 
6.4 POSSIBLE EXTENSION   
In most cases, companies have to deal with 
many requirements. The need to determine 
which requirements to choose can be quite a 
challenge (Karlsson, Dahlstedt, Regnell, Natt 
och Dag, & Persson, 2007). Stakeholders have 
to make decisions with a limited amount of 
information and in a short period of time 
(Kabbedijk, Brinkkemper, Jansen, & van der 
Veldt, 2009). Organizations have information 
that may help them to make decisions. This 
information is usually stored in different 
databases, managed via applications and 
different teams. It is important to have good 
data in order to achieve goals and make better 
decisions. Wrong or incomplete information 
leads to incorrect decisions, “Decisions are no 
better than the data on which they are based” 
(Redman. T, 1998).  
Apply the same method on other decision-
making processes rather than only starting up 
a shared services centre. Ensure having 
competent people available in the workshop, 
and have more focus on the quality and 
completeness of data. 
6.5 LIMITATIONS 
The pilot study focused on one single 
multinational organization for one objective 
(starting up a shared service). The 
interpretations of the participants were 
sufficient. They revealed the need to continue 
using the experienced framework in practice. 
Extension is possible in a later paper. The first 
experiment dry-run test resulted in a positive 
outcome; the practical implication of the thesis 
is that applying the conceptual framework 
works in practice for better management 
decisions.   
The nature of this thesis meant that the scope 
of the experiment was limited to a few 
managerial participants. The response rate 
from target group in the study meant the 
sample size for the survey was sufficient. 
However, access to senior managers to 
participate in the experiment led to a relatively 
small number. The reliability of the findings of 
the study that may be contingent on the 
number of participants could have been 
further enhanced by a larger sample and 
number of participants conducted. A larger 
sample size for the survey and higher number 
of experiment participants would have 
augmented the generalisability of the findings. 
The members that participated in the study 
were selected on the basis of being best be able 
to provide the input required, fit to the 
experiment and willingness to participate in 
the study. They have similar characteristics 
and have common managerial decision-
making experience. 
The use of purposive sampling might have 
some unintended impact on the findings. 
Consequently, any generalisations of the 
findings to a wider population of organisations 
and managers need to be made by applying 
the same method on a different group in a 
different setup, not necessarily the start-up of a 
shared service centre. The study relied, as 
much as possible, on the participants’ input in 
selecting the decision-making process 
requirements to meet the design objective and 
the execution of the experiment to find out if 
the designed tool works as it supposed to. 
6.6  SUGGESTION FOR FUTURE 
RESEARCH 
This thesis attempts to offer ideas for 
identifying future research areas for 
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improvement. The identified possible future 
activities offer potential future investigations. 
Follow-up studies using similar methodology 
may be valuable. Future research could use 
quantitative methods to survey a larger sample 
and take into account more than one 
organisation. Future research could investigate 
several related organisations, which engage in 
organisational decision-making.  
6.6.1 MAIN DESIGN OBJECTIVE  
The organization and literature review 
confirmed the need to develop a method to 
arrive at better decisions through a very 
precise process that leads to fact-based and 
well-reasoned decisions. The experiment 
showed that participants could predict that the 
decisions are better when they are based on 
facts, opinions, and reasonable reasons. The 
study might be replicated using additional 
design requirements such as trust and access 
to advanced systems. Trust gains decision-
makers’ confidence in the developed method; 
establishing trust is essential as a record of 
accomplishment. Access to advanced 
information systems is crucial to improve 
decision-making. Future research needs to 
investigate how decision-makers can have 
access to required information via an advanced 
information system in real-time during the 
decision-making process.  
6.6.2 DECISION-MAKING 
REQUIREMENTS 
The literature review identified the decision-
making requirements that resulted in 21 
requirements. The survey ends with the five 
most important requirements that would 
achieve the design objective. Future work will 
require an additional literature review to 
identify additional requirements and will need 
to explore which other requirements can 
enhance achieving the designed process 
objective.  
6.6.3 OPERATIONALIZATION OF 
DESIGN CRITERIA  
Managers from three different departments 
evaluated the adopted method though the 
experiment. The most important decision-
making process requirements based on the 
survey were used to measure if the designed 
method worked. In future work more than five 
requirements can be used in order to extend 
the check on the developed method and 
identify which other requirements the design 
meets. It is also possible to measure the design 
criteria and objectives more extensively 
through a set of measurements. 
6.6.4 EVALUATION/TEST 
PROTOCOL  
A limited number of people from one 
organization evaluated the designed method. 
The way the method was evaluated can be 
replicated with more members. The evaluation 
took place only during the experiment 
execution phase. In future work the evaluation 
could also be adopted via individual 
structured interviews with the participants.  
6.6.5 SECOND PROTOTYPE 
As the empirical study was limited to only one 
organisation, it did not offer the opportunity to 
investigate other organisational experiences in 
shared services and decision-making processes, 
which differ in their approach towards the 
objectives. The recommendation for future 
research consists of re-running the experiment 
with more focus on other fields to discover 
how far the managerial decision-making 
framework requirements differ from the 
current setup. Additionally, re-using the AHP 
method might enhance the results, taking into 
consideration more alternatives and criteria.  
In the second prototype, the focus needs to be 
on reducing the number of steps required to 
execute the designed process. In the current 
prototype, the preparation work took the most 
time of the experiment. This can be reduced 
where the decision-makers have access to 
people with content knowledge during the 
workshop. The facilitator spent time on 
collecting the required data for the decision 
(criteria, sub criteria, alternatives). It was 
intended to have access to all relevant 
information in real-time during the execution 
of the experiment. That was not possible due 
to the lack of access to all required information 
via an advanced system. Future prototypes can 
provide evidence in support of or against the 
initial finding concerning the use of the 
developed method by involving more people 
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and thus providing for more complex 
decisions.  
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8. APPENDIXES 
A. APPENDIX 1 DECISION CRITERIA, SUB CRITERIA DATA  
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B. APPENDIX 2 TRANSPARENTCHOICE 





The figure above shows that costs weight more than 70% as requirements to select a new location 
to start up a shared services centre followed by people and last environment.  




The figure above shows sensitivity analysis that shows how robust your decision was. 
Manila scores higher if we focus in costs only.  
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C. APPENDIX 3 EVALUATION FORMS 
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D.  APPENDIX 3 SURVEY LIST SEND TO PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
The participants were asked to select most important five requirements. For the experiment, seven 
most selected requirements were applied for the test among all participants’ results.  




The table above was shared with the survey.  
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E. APPENDIX 4 MANAGERIAL DECISION MAKING WORKSHOP PLAN 
 
 INTRODUCTION  
 THE CASE STUDY  
 WORKSHOP PURPOSE  
 APPROACH  
 MANAGERIAL DECISION MAKING REQUIREMENTS  
 WORKSHOP ELEMENTS  
 WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES 
 DECISION ELEMENTS  
 APPLYING DECISION REQUIREMENTS DURING THE WORKSHOP  
 
Introduction 
Transparent, confident decision making is one of the central objectives of this workshop. This 
workshop is designed to maximum 2 hours. These timings are based on 4 participants. The goal is to: 
  
 Rationalize the decision making process 
 Avoid frustrations and exasperations in such a process due the excessive time taken to make such 
decisions 
 Receive more understanding and knowledge to make better decisions. 
The case study 
The setup of a shared services centre is a big investment and change. The return on investment takes 
time. For this reason it is crucial to be able to examine the factors affecting the setup of a shared 
services centre to be able to decide whether to start a shared services centre or not.  The time and effort 
required on the emotional and political aspects of such an initiative should not be underestimated. 
The decision to select a location to startup a shared services centre will be case study for this 
workshop. 
Workshop purpose 
The workshop will examine the art and science of managerial decision making process. The 
participants will test a new designed managerial decision making framework for improving decisions 
making. It aims to present a conceptual framework that helps management in prioritizing relevant 
criteria in their decision process. The ambition is to enable managers to better accomplish 
organizational goals by taking better decisions through: 
 
 Make information gathering and analysis required clearer and easier 
 Recognize and overcome unconscious biases 
 Improve the efficiency and quality of team decision making, without sacrificing consensus 
 For participants to get a shard understanding taking a managerial decision making using the analytic 
hierarchy process method 
 To test the new designed decision making process 
 To practice using this framework with the analytic hierarchy process method 
 To enable the participants to make decisions by structuring management prioritizations in an objective way 
and reduce various subjective biases with maximum confidence and transparency 
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Approach 
Applying the designed managerial decision-making process prototype. It is based on a concrete model 
and approximations based on the identified decision-making process requirements.  
 
This prototype process is applying the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) technic. The Analytic 
Hierarchy Process (AHP) is a mathematically rigorous, proven process for prioritization and decision-
making. By reducing complex decisions to a series of pair-wise comparisons, then synthesizing the 
results, decision-makers arrive at the best decision with a clear rationale for that decision. 
During the workshop the AHP software transparent choice will be applied with instruction for: 
 
• Aligning the decisions with the objectives 
• Implementing a structured, repeatable and justifiable decision making approach 
• Improving top-down and bottom-up communication 
• Building consensus 
• Criteria prioritizing  
• A multi-criteria, multi-level decision-making method 
• Breaks down complex decisions into a series of simple questions reflecting an optimal goal, objectives, and 
various options 
• Provides a structured technique for organizing and analyzing differing preferences 
 
Managerial decision-making requirements 
The field survey of different managerial levels (strategic, middle and operational) at a multinational 
results in 7 requirements. The focus was to find measurable and achievable managerial decision-
making process requirements: 
The survey led to the following requirements: Unambiguous/ Understandable, Practical rationality, 
Exercising sound judgment, High-quality data, Complete/ Concise, Seeking advice from competent 
people, Bearing on the future.
 
The figure above illustrates the seven selected requirements survey results  
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Requirement Description  
Unambiguous/ 
Understandable  
Should be expressed in simple, clear terms, to avoid misinterpretation or vagueness. 
Practical rationality  
Processing information in appropriate way through reasoning leading to action, rather than 
being subjective or focusing on aprioristic principles.  
Exercising sound 
judgment 
Comparing the judgment with the requirements   
High-quality data  
Source of data, decision makers need to be able to see exactly where the data came from, 
how reliable it is, how it was defined or manipulated, and when it was last updated.  
Bearing on the future  
Avoid the extent that future decisions must be made based on past experiences. Exam 
choices with no regard for past experiences. 
Complete/ Concise 
Check the completeness of information. No redundancy, double counting, fewest possible 
objectives and criteria 
Seeking advice from 
competent people 
Involve decision makers with expertise in the matter of the action in order to benefit from 




 Time keeper 
 At least 4 participants with managerial decision making experience 
 Senior decision making leader  
 Workshop meeting room  
 Invitations to all 4 participants  
 Define scope by collecting 3 measureable facts per criteria  
 Flipchart, access to real time database with actual information 
 List of the managerial decision-making process requirements (Survey results) 
 AHP tool - Multi-criteria analysis techniques (Transparent choice)  
 Agreed Goal, Criteria and alternatives 
 
o Goal (select a shared services centre location) 
o Decision/evaluation criteria  based on  literature study and interview with  senior Director of 
a major shared services centre 
o Alternatives (top 4 worldwide shared service centre locations according to a global study in 
2013) 
The goal is startup a shared services centre from a field of four different locations. The criteria to be 
considered are costs, people and environment. The possible alternatives locations are Kuala Lumpur 
(Malaysia), UK (Manchester), Czech republic (Prague) and Manila (Philippines)i.  
 Source: http://www.sharedserviceslink.com/blog/report-names-top-locations-for-shared-services
  Workshop activities  
- Introduction (purpose and goal of the meeting) 
- Introduce the participants 
- Explain the approach: 
o decision requirements 
o decision need to be taken (goal – criteria - alternatives) 
- Apply the AHP method using the transparent choice software  
- Evaluate the result using the decision requirements  
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Decision elements  
 
1. List alternatives 
The most cost attractive locations for shared services centres globally are:  
 
1. Czech republic  
2. Manchester  
3. Kuala Lumpur 
4. Manila 
 
2. Define goal and criteria 
Criteria Matrix 
Step 1: produce a clear goal statement: choose the best location for our new shared service centre. 










Definitions of Each Criteria 
A: Costs Cost involved in wages, building, office availability and infrastructure  
B: People Work force size, experience, level of education, cultural adaptability, languages 
skills 
C: Environment Unemployment rate for the last five years, actual economy situation, public 
transport, legal restrictions promulgated by a government authority, health and 
safety 
Step 4: Assign a weight to each criteria based on importance 
  
Location criteria *Weight 0-5 
(5 being high) 
A: Costs  
B: People  
C: Environment  
 
Step 5: Total the weight for each option 









Criterion A: Costs 
Weight:  
    
Criterion B: People 
Weight: 




    
Total Weight     
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1. Prioritize criteria: List the weighted solution options in priority order based on step 5 outcome. 
Compare criteria in pairs, each time choose the more important one. 
2. Score alternatives: Define rating scales that model the preferences and use them to score 
alternatives in context of criteria. 
3. Reach consensus: The value provided by members of the participants on the previous steps will be 
different. The goal of this step is to establish common values for the participants. If required 
average values will be applied. 
4. See results: The ranking of alternatives shows what should be chosen. 
 
Applying decision requirements during the workshop 
 
 Unambiguous/ Understandable: Ensure common terminology understanding 
 Practical rationality:  Be able to explain the taken decisions in a logical and systematic way 
 Exercising sound judgment: participants agree to the decision even though they believe a different course 
of action is preferable.  Reach a consensus decision, where participants agree that they can commit to the 
decision 
 High-quality data: Up to date data. Real time data 
 Complete/ Concise: Be prepared having only relevant information. Have an IT / information source 
experts participating in the workshop. Quantitative based data  
 Seeking advice from competent people: Involving subject matter experts of the topic need to have a 
decision 
 Bearing on the future: Avoid the extent that future decisions must be made based on past experiences. 
Exam choices with no regard for past experiences 
                                                     
The problem hierachy is constrcuted. De criteria and alternatievs are developed. The 
hierachy represents three level. The first level represents the goal, which is selecting a new 
Shared services center location. The second level represents the criteria and third level the 
alternatives (the possible locations). 
 
Hierarchy of AHP decision tree 
